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This program assessment instrument has been developed to be used by administrators; professional ‘ ) ’:
staff and community representatives to assess secondary reading programs and-to provide an mfor- C -
mational basis for establishing goals. Posslble uses for data generated from this instrument are: . ' ;
¢ . v » . .
- Validation of exemplary programclpromxsmg practlces : o
Self appraisal (buxldmg, district, c.'ommumty level) ' . '
Development of long range goals - -
- Planning inservice .
- Plannii g and evaluating federal programs .
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N 'Directions: The entu’e staff .completes all sections of the criteria, except the section labeled -
Y - “Program: Direct Component (Remedial, De#elopmental Readmg) ” The read-
: g ing specialist should complete the addmonal section. . .
‘:’/'V) ) Rating Seéle: (1) not started, {2) started/lxttle progress (3) some progress; (4) almost achneved
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«  (5) achieved. . : .. .
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PROGRAM FUNCI' IONAL COMPONENT (QONTENT A REA READING)

1.

‘In analyzing text matenals, the teachers determine both

concepts to be taught and reading strategxes students>w1ll use.

In prepanng students to read text the teachers use speclﬁc
pxe-readmg activities such as vocabulary/concept acquisi-
tion téchniques like vocabulary overviews, advance organ-
izers, and prediction sheets .

In gqmdmg students. to an understandmg of cqncepts, the

teachers use strategies ‘such as reading guides, study guides,

rewnte techiniques and student interaction. .

In guxdmg students to become mdependent feamners, the

teachers use strategles such as reastning guides, reaction

gundes higher level.ques{ions and post-organizers.

In planning instruction, teachers consider these student )

characteristics: background in subject, learning styie and
rate, and skill levels in thinking, reading, speaking and writing.
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- . 6. Teachers rather than the tex..boq'k determme concepts to
' beféarned. _ - )

2 There is a cemmuhication/coordination - system “through

which teachers cah identify student needs.in functional

-reading and share . successful strategijes among the various

subject areas and grade levels. . . 1
5 o .

implementing readmg strategres for preventlon of readmg
: problems ¢

9. 'A referral system exists by which feachers can obtaix evalu-

__10., The teachers know- the referral system and use 1t

11. _ Staff hag awareness of and utxhzes grouping patterns, i.e.,
one-to~one small groups ( fewer than six), large:groups (over
six), heterogeneous and homogeneous

]
- Q

12, Staff knows and uses somé of the teaching approaches, i.e.,
- smgle-teacher-multl-sub)ect team teaching, student-cross-
" dge teachmg, certificated tutor, or\small group teachmg

113, Classroom teachers have a minimum of six semester hours in
~ .an accredited reading course or courses that-include content-
area readmg, 4
- 14 There is an ennchment program for gifted or high achreve-‘
ment learners that is maintained through identification of
high achievers, development of“personalized ‘programs, a_nd
provisions of special interest groups, materials, and activities.
- 15.  Bilingual mstructlf)n is provxded as detenmned by goals and
* objectives of the local community. .

.
- -~

) oral and written. language
l‘\

17.' ~The drétnct admrmstfanon is committed to encouragmg'.-
" reading programs by prov1dmg sup‘wort—twprmcrpals and

8. Reading teachers assist content teachers in develbpnfg and *

ation of and assistance for stujlents with special reading peeds:". |

-

16. PI'OV]S]OI‘IS are made in each subject area for develo;)ment of *

staff, - . , .

— . B
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.STAFFm& -

« 18 All teachers teach skllls and, procésseﬁo master coricepts 1 2 3.4 5
to all students along with teachmg concepts of the subject.

* 19, The building admlmstrator ‘demonstrates understandmg 1 2 3 4 §
' and commitment to the reading program by: proyiding - ' S
leadership -and fesources, hiring qualified personnel, in- .

sisting on teacher inservice, presenting a strong case 'to.
. others for budgetary ‘support, and evaluatmg personnel
v . ¢ on competencymfunctxonal reading practxces

20 A quahﬁed individual . has been given authonty, respons:- ) ¢ 2 3 4 5
bility and tune to develop and coordmate the total program -

21. Paraprofesslonals and/or volunteers WOrk with students ~ 1 2 3 4 5
. under the dlrect supervision of the classroom teacher. ’
22, Paraprofesmonals and volunteers have a minimum of 15 . 1 2°-'3 4 5§
clock-hours preparation prior to service. in the reading
program. The preparation is in such areas as record keeping, R
. ingtpuctional techniques, cperation of equipment and . : .

© 23. The building administrative personnel ha‘v§ a minimum of. 1 2 | 3 45
' six semester hours in an accredited regding course Or courses
that include reading in the subJect areas. - .

: 12 3 4 5

24, Staff paraprofessxonals and vo]unteers “receive continuing \ 1 i
| inservice.in the apphcatlon of the readmg techmques in all d '
. subjects. - - e

25. An overall mservxce plan exists for the readnﬁg program
(content remedial and developmental)

26. Reading inservice, plans are developed Jom\tly by, spbject .
" teachers, administrators and specialists.. . , L .

A N . . . - . . » .
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27. There’is an mstructronal Materials selection process whlch .1
takes into .account r adabrlrty factors, -such as grade’level, e
¢ text fornrat, vocabulary treatment and authors style. et
28. There is an mstructronal matenal selection process whxch L]

takes into account. orgamzatronal factors, such as student
aids (illustrations, glossaries, graphs) and textbook orgamza-
tional patterns (cause and effect /sequence compare/

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION AND/OR Uss,or -]‘EXTUA\Q MATERIALS

2 3 74
2 3 4
2.3 4
2.3 4

contrast). C . ‘
29. There is an accessible resource center which includes current - -1
professional materials. : e,
30 The library -or rbsource center with adequate matenals is 1
“used as an integral part of the readmg program -
’ G - t -
: /' '
— - ) - x_ ‘v
- \g/ e , ‘
. . B ‘ o
‘COMMUNITY !NVOLVEMENT ' I
- 31.. An advisory task force has representa‘hon from the busmess . . 1

community, student body, pdrents and staff.

32. Information on the status of the readmg program is fre- /
quently dxssemmated to the cOmmumty .

.33 A composite task force is rnamtamed to assure that the - 1
readmg program is fulfilling commumty needs '

2 3 4
26D 4
2. 3.4
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PROGRAM: DIRECT COMPONENT (REMEDIAL, DEVELOPMENTAL READING)*

34

- 35,

36..

v“

38

‘39,

" 40,

41,

42

-
4
-

* *This section is to be completed only by the rcadirg specialist.

The readmg program is based on a scope and sequence.of
skmg .o 4 .

Student skxll attamment rs recorded and ma-}salmd on skill

ey

sheets b‘ased on an adopted scope and sequence. .

Students’ records are ava:rlable and utilized by teachers

The readmg program includes development of word analy31s,

*vocabulary,, comprehension,:reasoning, study, and creatrve -

thought mllls and” apphaatrons *

v

Tearhers guidesstudents to Trealize how useful and engoyable
rca.lmg can be. And students are given oppor‘unmes for.
fr.e readmg regularly .

' Teachers eOntmuously mform students of therr reading prog-
‘ress and assrst stud;nts to plan personal goals and objectives.”

I'he readmg staff knows and uses some of the basic ap-
proacHes, i.e. meamng emphasis, code emphasis, linguistics,
moditied alphabet prcgrammed leammg, individualized,

language experience, ecle'ctrc or other, in teachmg students '

O .
X4

Reading classes are available for students working to i improve.
‘their Peadmg sk),}lsand for students 1denf1f ed as deﬁcrent in

reading.’ i

-

) - ( -~ :
\Eome kind of. qua,ntrtauve assessment demonstrates program
effectrveness - o .

. The readmg specialist ’1as completed thiree years of success-

ful classroom teaching in which teaching of reading is an
1mportant responsrbllrty o \

PO

"The specrahsf has completed a masters degree or under- *

- graduate study which included 12 semester hours of courses

in the area of readmg,f .o !

~
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" PROGRAM: FUNGTIONAL COMPONENT (C;inmt Arss Reading)
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Duflng the final year of the study, progress made toward
the f;zst two goals will permit us to work toward the third
goal =-- the discavery of relationships between what is taught
and what is learned over the period during which most frangéf
phone students in Quebec receive formal instruction in Englishi

Sgb;ﬁhts
Three groups of learners (approximately 175 in all) from
two schools near Montreal are being followed for a twceyeaf
pe:icd, starting resPectively in Grade 6, Grade 8, and Grade
10.* Students in the younger groups may be followed on a limi-
ted basis\during the third year. This design.permits both lon-
gitudinal and cross-sectional comparisons across most of the

period @f ESL instruction.

TH§§Qbserva£icn classes have not been chosen ‘at random.

On the contrary, due to the intensive schedule of observation
and testing, it was necessary to choose schools and teachers
where we could be sure of long-term cooperation. Our expecta-
‘tion of full cooperation has been more than fulfilled. The
three teachers whose classes we have observed during the first

sar of the study have at least five years of ESL experience
and all have had gcad academic training. One is a native
speaker of EﬁgllSh, the other two have native-like command of .

the language. . : ' \

The students come from middle class suburban and rural
homes. The students in Grade 6 at the beginning of the period
of observation, began receiving ESL instruction in Grade 4 using

* In thls rePért, the grade 1evels af our subje:ts a:e feférred

to as Grades 6, 8, and 10, rather than as Primary 6 and Secon-.

dary II and IV as is the practice in Quebec, The term "Secon-
dary students" refers to both Grade 8 and Grade 10 subjects.
Grade 6 students are sometimes referred to as "elemEﬂtary
‘students". ‘

i
v

)

’
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the LGGK,?L;SﬁEnlﬁéﬁdng§rﬁ,tEthDGkSE(AlﬂxaﬁﬂeIg 1972). Most

of the secondary students began receiving ESL instruction in
Grade 5. Many students currently in ‘6rade 8 used the Qggg,
Listen, and Learn maﬁerials in Grades 5 and 6; thGFE in Grade

10 used a Vafiéty of differént materials., All segandary studenta

since Grade 7. A quest;cnnalre admlnlstered at the beglnning of

the observatioh period confirmed our assumptian’;hat the stu-
dents have little exposure to English outside sthool.
Data Base

\ Because the longitudinal nature of the study required as
;ar{y a start as possible, we recorded large samples of class-
room interaction and individual interviews with learners. Approx-
imately 70 hours of classrcﬁm reccrdlngs (10 hours from each
of 7 classes) have been made, tran§cf;bed and verified for accura-
Ccy. About 50 hours of interviews with a total of more than
200 students have been recorded, transcribed, and verified. The 1

total cérpus consists of over 5000 pages of transcript.

In addition to the classraam interaction and 1nterv1ew
data, the total data base lngludes standardi zed tests, provincial
examinations, cloze tests, written assignments and teacher-made
tests.! All these different kinds of data are being analyzed
in order to obtain'the broadest possible picture of learners'
language so that findings can be attributed to true development
rather than to performance which occurs in only one language

use condition, e.g., in the formal test situation.
‘ »

We are concerned with degcribing'the output =-- what learners

can say and understand and what they know about the language they



are learngng, and the ;}put - the elassrggm languaga,,thei
1anguage of the textbcok, and tc a’ llmited .extent, the language
expasure outside the classroom. Thus there are' three majcr areas
of research on which thlé study draws: 1anguage acquisition
reséarch, classroom 1nteractian research* and the analysis of

3

texts and methods for second language'féach;ng.

. . e
The repértfis divideﬂ inté Eaur;chapters‘ The f;:st twg
ghapters. Léarnefs‘ Language and Classroonm Interactlgﬁ, 1nclude
detailed reports of the major work acc@mpllshed in the f;rst
year of the study. Chapter 3, Text Analy51s, is a reV1ew of: the
literature in text analysls and Presents a plan for ‘the . analys;s
of materials used in the. schools where the preSEnt research is
‘being carried out. Chapter 4 is a Skétch of the plans for
carrying out - the 1Gng term g@als Df the pr@gect the discovery,
and dEECflPtlDﬂ of relatlcngh;ps between what is taught ,and
what is learned in ESL classrooms and .the fafmulatlén Qf recom-

mendatlcns far improving second 1anguage lﬁStEUCtLDﬁ in class—

rooms.

: .
I . f
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Chapter 1

LEARNERE' LANGUAGE

“Previous Research . )

Du@nwéfk in‘éeécribing and aéécunting for aspects of second
1anguagefleafne:é linguistic development is based on three manr:
ﬁissues#iﬁ language adquisition research:
- (1) _Uniﬁéxsals and variation
\ (2). Cressésectlcnal Vs, 1Gng1tud;nal Gbservat;ans
(3) Relatlanshlps between linguistic 1nput and learners'

language.'xrf
A brief GV%IViEW of research in these areas is presented '
" below. Thls is fallawed by ‘progress reparts on Dngalng prcgects

"

iw1th1n the learnerg language study. : - -

UﬂlVEfEalS and_ Vaflatan in language_ develgpment. During
the ‘past two decadesg a major research question has béen the ex-

tent to which second 1anguage leaznlng is like first language
%Equlgltlﬂn- Attempts have been made to discover the "natural
sequences" in the, L2 iééfnér’s devel@pment— starting from the
assumption, based on some first- 1anguage achLSLtian research, ‘
‘that there are important develcpmental similarities (perhaps even

lun;versals) far all languagé learners.

&

Severai researchers have Dbserved what they Gcnsléer to be
unlversals ln language acqu1Slt1Gn.) In fl:st %anguage-acqulsl—
tjon, this theory of universals was proposed by Chamsky (1957),

e
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1965, 1968) and McNeill (1966, 1970), and has been advanced more -
concretely on the basis of Dbservatlons of children's language
acqu151t;an in dlfferent language env1rgnménts by Slobin (1973).

Language acquisition research has suggested that among.
Engllsh speaklng chlldra@, there are regular and predlctable se=
guences in- the develagméht of certain linguistic sub-systems.

For example, ﬁhe sequencekcf emergence of a number of grammatlg

Vaf gh;ldfen studied loﬂg;tudlnally (ELQWn; 1973); this sequence
was zaﬁfi%med with a larger number of children in cross-sectional
studies (de Villiers and de Villiers, 1973). 1In addition to
consistencies in the development of linguistic structure, impres-
sive similarities hgvg been found to exist in the semantic ' '
content of early child language (Brown, 1973; Bloom, L%ghtbown;
and Hood, 1975). Such apparent universals 'in child language

may be due to similarities in cognitive development (Bloom, 1973;
Bloom, et al., 1975; Brown, 1973); and to similarities in parents
" speech (Snow, 1972;'Ehi1lips, 1973), and not necessarily to the
innate linguistic universals proposed by Chomsky. However,
researchers in second 1anguage‘acqﬁisition have also found cer-
tain consistencies in the development of second language learners --
both children and adults ~= and in the speech addressed to

!
second language learners.

Some theorists have hypothesized that observed consistencies
in L1 and L2 de?elapment are due to universal language acqui-
sition structures -- L1 or L2 (Coréeri 1967, 1971). Dulay and
Burt (1973) hypothesized that children would leafn English in
the saﬁe”@éy, in the same developmental sequence, whether
English was their Ll or L2. Some researchers have found support

for this L1 = szhypoth351s in empirical tesearch tracing the

i3



development of comprehension ?f some linguistic patterns (Cookj
1973; d'Anglejan and Tucker, 1975; Bever and Denton,  1975).
Other researchers have observed important differences Bet-

ween L1 and L2 acquisition but important similarities among

', second language learners with .different mother tongues. This
observation has led to the hypotheses that L2 = L2. According
to the L2 = L2 hypothesis, L2 learners, no matter what their
first language background, will all learn the L2 in the same way,
in the same developmental sequence, and their problems ana
successes will be determined by characteristics of the L2 rather
than By differences or similarities between L1 and L2 (Bailey,
Madden, and Krashen, 1974 and Dulay and Burt, 1974a, 1974b).

Most recently, however, the belief in universals in both L1
and L2 acquisition has been challenged by research showing that
detailed longitudinal analysis of individual learners reveals
important variability in the Eéurse of language acquisition of
different learners. 1In L1 research, see for example, Bloom,
Hood and Lightbown (1974); Bloom, Lightbown, and Hood (1975),
Nelson (1973), Ramer (1976), Braine (1976)_ For L2 research,
see Hatch (1974), Larsen-Freeman (1975) and, Cazden, Cancino,
Rosansky and Schumann (1975). Rosansky (1976a, 1976b) states
that the consistency found in some second language acquisition
research has seemed more impressive than it actually is because
of the choice of certain elicitation materials and certain stat-

istical analyses of the data, which bias the results.

A number of researchers have found that factors associated
. with success in one type of second language learning environment
are not predictive of success in other types of environments

or courses. For example, Hamayan, Genesee, & Tucker (1975)




report that exposure to French outside the sghodl\séttihg was
"more predictive of success" on a French achievement test for
students in regular French as a second language course than

for students in immérsiéﬁ programs. Dllerl(19#7) coméares_the‘
results .of many studies on the relationship between attitudes
toward the target language population and success in language
learning. He conciudes that positive attitudes and so-called
-integrative motivation are more often associated with success

in environments where interaction with the Fazget language popu-
‘lation is a real possibility ("second language" contexts) than

in environments where one is unlikely to enécunter sPeake:§ of
the language outside the classroom (“foreigﬂ language" contexts).
_ Furthermore, factors associated with sﬁ;cess in some aspects
of language;learn@ﬁé may not predict sugcesS?in another aspect.
For example, in a'study of pﬁpils in French %mmersiéﬁ p:og:amé,!
higher IQ scores were associated with higherfscoresfan tests -
of "acddemic language skills" bBut not necessarily with the dev-
elopment of "interpersonal communication skills" (Genesee, 1?76,
p. 500). !

Cross-sectional vs.. lgngiﬁuﬂiﬁalfstudggg_ A major problem

in second language research is that it has been almost exclusive-
ly cross-sectional. Until recently there have been few de-
tailed longitudinal studies of second language learners' devel-
"opment. (Impcrtan; exceptions include Hakuta, 1974; Hanania,

' 1974; Gillis and Weber, 1976; Dato, 1975; Cazden et al., 1975;
Wode, 1976, 1978). Mgst longitudinal studies are case studiegg,k
of one or two individuals. Recent ¢rﬂss—secti§nal research iﬁ
first language acquisition has béEﬂrbSSEd on hypotheses taken

from the results of longitudinal studies. Second language



acquisition research does not yet have such a foundation. The
absence of longitudinal studies is especiglly serious since
there is no single reliable index Gf'secgnd language learners'
developmental levels, Thus, many cross-sectiénal studies may
be obtaining data which do not actually represent the levels of
develcpment which they claim to be, exam;nlng Crcss—sectlcnal
research must bhe camplementeé by longitudinal research for two

reasons: e -

(1) If the universal sequences of development which have
emerged in cross-sectional research really eéist, they should
be verifiable through comparisons with the description of in-
dividual learners' speech. A

(2) The :esults of lgngitudinal research will generate new
hypotheses about language develcpmént unlversals which cah then

be. tested further in cross- sectlenal studies.

The design of the present study permits both longitudinal and
cross-sectional comparisons of learners' language knowledge and

language use.

Relaticnships between_ input and output In Séccnd 1anquage

alternately been assumed to be essentlally 1scmérphlc (E g., in
audio- 11ngual language teaching) or only tenucusly related f
(e.g., in recent language acquisition research showing strong
patterns of similar learnlng sequences in learners w1th dlfféfent
learning environments). These two extreme views of the input-
output relationship reflect the major linguistic and Psych@l@g;E
cal theories which have been held by teachers and researchers at
different points over the past forty years. Surprisingly, there
has been little research which has actually compared input and

output systematically.

%
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there was no dlreet felatlonshlp between the frequeﬁey with which
certain llnguletle items appeared in perental speeeh and the
order in which children ecqulred the items (Brown, 1973) Similar-
ly, parental reeponees to children's language in the\ferm of imi=-
tation, praise, or expansion dldxnet appear to gredleﬁ orders of
acquisition of linguistic ‘structures (Brown, Cazden, ehd'Bellugi;
1969). Ne?ertheleee, many researchers were convinced thet there
must be important - and systematic - relationships between
parents’ epeech and children's language development. The\;e—
sults ef several etudies indicated. that speech addressed te
children was different from+that eﬁdreeseﬂ to adults and thee'
this speech changed in systematic ways over time with'tﬁéfehild‘e
increasing ability to .use lengueée (Phillipe, 1973; Snow, 1972).
Subeequent'reeeereh on parents' landuage has focused onipreemetic
as well as eyntaetle and morphological eepeete ‘of their speech

(eee, for exemple, articles in Snow & Fergueon, 1977) In

tion are enelyeed developmentally, the elpee reletlenshlp betﬁ
ween the input and output become more appe:ent (Bloom, Hood,

& Lightbown, 1974; Bloom, Rocissano, and Hood, 1976; Moerck,
1977) . ’

In L2 acquisition research, parfly as a result of the trend
in L1 reeearch to go back to a closer examination of the 1nput,
there have been a few studies which have dealt with speech-
addregsed to leernersi A number of studies have concerned them-
selves with "f
which some people adopt when speaking to non-native speakers

reigner talk" - the special linguietie!register

(Ferguson, 1975). Some similarities between foreigner talk and
the speech eﬂdreeeed to young children heve been noted. However,
none of the pub%iehed research to date has established a causal

\
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link between the use of a simplified register and the rate or

sequence of acquisition on the part of L2 learfers.

Gaies (1977) used an analysis based on Hunt's (1979)
T-units to describe the speech of ESL teaéhers in their ESL
cllassrooms talking to students and in a seminar-talking to each
other. He showed that the teachers' ESL speech was simpler  than
their peer speech and that the ESL'speéch increased in complex-

Iy, presumably because the learners were 1ncz3351ngly able to
handle more complex speech. Gales uses his results to support
a claim that L2 and L1 learning are similar although he ‘does

nDt report on any analysis of learners speech.

- Hatch and WagnersGDugh (1976) éénslder the input to be an
1 1mpcrtant under-explored area in L2 acquisition research. They
f%é@@zt that the order in which Wh- fgrms emerge in the speech of
a number of L2 1earner§ matched the frequency with which thesc
forms were addressed to them. Much of the input data which
Hat:h;and Wagner-Gough had at their disp@sal,ghéwever; was taken
from %ranScripts of invéstigatérslearner interactions, Such

data may not be representative of the ‘learners' overall exposure.

Larsen-Freeman (1976) found significantly high correlations
between the accuracy with which adult ESL learners used certaln
grammatical morphemes and the frequency with which these mor-
phemé§ occurred in samples @f speech parents addressed t@ young
English Ll learners (using Brown's (1973) data on the parents.
of hlS%SﬂbjeCtS Adam, Eve, and Sarah). !

A more direct comparison of input and output has reéently
been completed by Hémayan (1978)_ She ccmparéd the frequency
in teachers' speech of cértaln grammatlcal structures with the

ﬂhw
&5



. speech and the students' ability t
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success students had in recagniginé correct. and incorrect uses

@f these structures. The subjects in her study were Englishg

’spéaklng children in a French immersion class, English*speakfﬁg

children in regular French classes, and French-speaking chil-
dren in reqular French classes. Hamayan found, with most struc-
tures, a high correlation between fheir frequency in the teachers'

" -.Fi 1:&‘
<identify correct and incor-

rect uses of them.
A\

In most previous'L2 acquMsition research, learners' lan-
guage knowledge and language use have been tested cross-section-
ally and without controls for the input. Indeed, it has been
a major goal of much L2 réseatch to show that instruction does
not account for the sequence in which learners acguiré*aséects
of the linguistic'system. Rather, according to this research,
acquisition sequences are determined by interactions between
the learners' language acquisition devices and the inherent
ccmglegity of .the target’language (see, e.g., Bailey, Madden,
& Krashen, 1974; Dulay & Burt, 1974a & b). Perkins and Larsen-
Freeman (1975) attempted to 6351gn research which wauld contrast
learners with can51derable informal language exposure tD others
whose language 1ea:n1ng experience includéd more formal 1nstruc—
tion. They were hampered by methodological problems which
greatly restricted the strength of their tentative conclusion
that differences in learning environments made little differ-

ence in acquisition sequences.

In the present study it has been ?Gésible to obtain lafge
samples of teachers' speech and the language of theblearners

;n their classes in crder to begln to make meaningful compari-

. sons between input and output. In addltlaﬁ it will be pos~

sible to analyze the textbooks used in the classes and to conpare
the 1anguage used there with the language ‘of the teachers and

learners



Progress Reports ’ , .

P?GQEESS‘IEPDrtSan five studies on separate but related
.issues in learners' language kn@wledge; language usé} and lan-

guage pr@cessing are presented below. The first iép@rt presents
an overview Df the procedures and instruments which we have
examined and/or used for evaluat;ng .learners' language. The
second report is GODEe:ned with group and individual ‘varia-
tion Qbserved in our subgects secgnd language development. The
third :epart describes research to date on the use of’ ‘questions
in both teachers' and learners’ speech.: The fourth report is
is on language interaction between native- Speakers and second
language learners and the effects on the learning which such
interaction may ha#e. The fifth report is a bfief'3ket:h of
other studies in progress, ;nclualng one on language aptitude,
one on mothér téngue 1nterf§rence, and one on the effects of
formal instruction.

Each of “these studies is in §régress and will continue over

. the coming year. The reports below are progress reports on back-
g:agﬁdgnmeth@ﬂgl@gy, prelim;nary results and plans for the con--

tinuation of the studies.



Measuring and Evaluating Léarners’
Language Use and Language Knowledge

Ve

In the investigation of learners' language, we have sought
Atc ébtain a wide varlety of types of data, 1n order t@ determine
whether certain findings represent genuine patterns in the de~

- velapment of linguistic knowledge Gr’merely task-specific or

- context- spec1flc performance. Because of the lmportance which
we attach to a longitudihal design and ta a large and varied

data bpse it was important to- "begin. data c@llact;@n as early as
possible. - Thus, in the early months of the study, we recorded
classroom interaction and student interviews which could serve

as a basis for formulating specific questions. about the learners'
1aﬂguage. Subsequent data collection procedures focused on these

spec1f1: questlans

Classroom data collegted during the early months of the
study formed the basis for the derivation of classification
systems to describe the classroom interaction (see Chapter 2).
Classroom data were also examined for apparent regularltles
in students' 1angugge~1n order to choose for further study spe-
:cific linguistic étruét@ras which could be expected to change
over time and provide the greatest information about language

. learning processes. 5

a
!

Below is a descriptlcn of each of the major data collection
pracedures. Procedures for élassraam data are described in de-
tail in Chapta& 2 and will not be described here. The pgcture

-~
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description task and grammaticality judgement tests are
discussed more fully in the progress report on variation in

learners' language and will be described only briefly here.

Similarly, some aspects of the first oral interview are dis-

sz,:ussed in the progress report on native speakers' speech to
ﬁatlves and non- natlves. Only a prellmlnary repor-t on the
resdlts of the Comprehensive Engllsh Language Test (CELT)
and cloze tests will be given belcw since only partial quanti-
tative analyses of thesé data have been completed. The pro-
jected gualitative analyses of these tests will permit us to
integrate them with other aspects of the study.

I

Language Use Questionnaire

A questionnaire was designed tc_measure the exposure the
learners had to English outside théirlESL classes. Based ‘on
the results of this questionnaire, an index of the students'
exposure to English was devised, assigning points for such
things as English-speaking friends or parents, prior attendance
at an English school,.etc. Overall, studenps averaged 1.48
points out of a possible score of 12, with English television
an§ popular music providing most of the extra-classroom exposure.
A'fullér report on the results of the language use qugstiannaire

and a copy of the gquestionnaire itself are appended. See

)

An initial oral interview was conducted with all the students

Appendix A.

-Initial Oral Interview

with three objectives in mind. First, we wanted an idea of the
students' reactions to the interview situation and of their
general ability to carry out a conversation in 'English. .Second, »
we wanted to follow up on some of the specific information Dbtalnéd
through the language use questionnaire. The third Dbjectlve was
to obtain a sufficient sample of speech from each student to
permit us to formulate specific quésticns to be investigated

under more controlled conditions.

O : : -

&
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/
All students were 1nteg¥12wed in pairs by twc 1nvest;gatars\
There was a list of questions which were asked alternately of
‘each student, in a .manner as "conversational" as possible. The
guestions concerﬁ%d such tﬁingé as the,studeﬁtst family name,
age, siblings, and favorite telévisicn'prcgrams in English. The'
interviewéf which lasted about 10-12 minutes, were recorded and
fully transcribed. A sample of speech was thus obtained from
each learner and information obtained on the language use qués-

tionnaire was confirmed and expanded.

3

Picture Card DE§§ripti§D,?é§k

This oral interview activity was designed to elicit specific
features of English which had been identified as problem areas in
preliminary analysis of data from classroom interaction and the
first interview. In this task, each student had to describe

pictures in such a way that the interviewer could choose ‘a dupli-

cate of the picture being described from an array of four pigturés

which &erg very similar in most respects. The task was treated
as a game and students appeared to enjoy it. Substantial samples
of essentially spontaneous sgee&h‘were obtained from students

at all three grades. The speech samples obtained have been
partially analyzed for the study of patterns of variability, but
they are a resource for a number of further investigations of

5

learners' language. ' ) K;R%

Grammaticality Judgement Tests

S

The -production data from the classroom interaction and
interview transcripts néed to be compared with data on c@mpre;
hension agd linguistic intuition. The grammaticélity judgement
tests are designed to. obtain data of the latter kind. In these
tests, students are required to judge whether written sentences
are "correct" or not. Sentences judged "incorrect" are to be

corrected.

2o
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In the first year of the study, grammaticality judgement

. tests were used very successfully in the investigation of

students' knowledge. of specific linguistic structures. The
§esultsAafe‘alsg being analyzed in a study ijtﬁé long- and

short-term effects of specific instruction on learners' per-

Aformance on this kind of test.

Standardized Tests . s

Before uﬁdértakihg the study, we had assumed that standard-
J

ized tests appropriate for the age ranges being studied would

' be available. This. has not proved'to be the case. Most éﬁisting*

measures seam‘ta have one or more of the following flaws:

(1) they have not ‘been standardized; (2) test items lack validity;
(3) administration instructions are unclear; (4) scoriﬁg'?féiacals
are unclear; (5) the standardized tests which do'exist take
several class periods to administer; (6) test items do not simu-
late normal uses of language; (7) semantic content i's virtually
absent or inappropriate Eéigjll or some of the age groups;

(8) gulturalVCGﬁtent is inappropriate for Quebec students.

S s

The problem of tests w&ich permit CDmﬁarisans of our
subjects with other ESL learners has been particularly acuteA
for the Grade 8 1EarnersL fGradE 6. and Grade 10 gtudénts were
given province-wide exams at the end of the year. _We have made

arrangements to hnvc access to these regdults thn they are

available Ln‘AuguEt11978- = 8
One test widely used in un1v2151ty level ESL courses lS
the CELT (Campréhen51ve Enqllsh Langauge Test, Harris and
Palmer, 1970).. In order to determine whather this test was
appropriate for the Grade Biandrcfade lb cla , the Structure

and Llstenlng tests were’ PllDtéd on’ Grade 9 and Lrad@ 11
students trom the same school as the Dbservatlan classes. We

did not administer the third test, a v@cabulary test.



The Grade 11 pllot group performed as well on the
llstenlng test as the group of French- Canadlan university
students which Hafrls and Palmer used as one of the "Reference
Groups". - They perf@rmed somewhat less well than that group on
the strﬁcture test, The Grade Eestudents performed s;gnlflaantlyF
Below chance on both tests. “Given the results of the CELT with
the Grade 9 pilot group, we did not administer the CELT test to

the Grade 8 observation classes.  However, the listening and

structure tests were administered to the Grade 10 classes h
early in March 1978. A summary of the results of the CELT is
presented in Table 1. For purposes of ;Dmééiisan.‘ﬁhe results
for the Grade 11 pilot group and the French-Canadian Reference
Group are also included. {
iable 1
CELT‘ Mean Scores and Standard Deviatignsx
for Grade 10 and CDmpaflSDﬂ Gro uEs o
X s - X s X s X s
Structure 43.8 21.8 . 24.2 7.5 49.8 18.3 64.3 21.0
Listening  65.8 14.4 38.9 10.6 72.9 13.8 75.7 19.2
Note: IDa: N =25 (structure); N=24 (listening) to
10b: 23 (structure); N= 24 (listening)
llp: N 32 (structure); N=23 (ulsthlnq)
Ref: N=122 :

f—

*Mean scores are per cent scores.
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It should be noted that both our Grade 11 pilét group ¢
and the French Canadian Reference Group represent self-.
selected pgpulatians in that ESL instruction is ncﬁﬁmanaatéry -
after Gradeélﬂb Therefore, studenﬁs in the:Graﬂé 11 ESL‘élass
are thera 1argely by Ehélce and the class is likely to be made
up- Bﬁ the more. successful learners of English. students in 10a
Ean Ee expected to perform as well as the Grade 11 @1lat grcup

iwﬁgﬁ the CELT is administered again in the Sprlng Df 1979. A
large ﬂumber of 10b students also have stated thglr intention
to :qntlnue. A full report of the group and 1nd1vldual dlfa

\férences in the second admlnlstratlcn of the CELT after a 12—

month interval will be made in the second annual report.

A qualitative analysig of the CELT resuftg is béing
s;gn;flcant clusterlng around speclflc wr@"fanswers on certain
test., Meanwhile, the .

"items and indeed on wholégsectiégs of th
results Are being analyzed inrcémgafisan with other kinds of
data, including the cloze tests and grammaticality judgement

tests. V A

Cloze fPests

Two factors motivated our development and administration
of cloze tests: (1) the unavailability or unsuitability of
standardized tests(especlally for the Grade 8 group) and
(2) Prev;cus research showing hlgh correlations between cloze

tests and other tests of language proficiency.
i 1S .

The construction of a ElDEé:téSthFPEEfS to be simple.
Every nth (usually every Tth) werd is deleted from a’ passage
of prose and replaced by a blank. Subjects reaﬂ the passage

and fill in words which best complete the passage. .Scores

. are based on the extent to which the words supplied are exactly

those which were deleted (or, in an alte:natlve SCDrlﬁg system,

other "contextually acceptable" words). e



et
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o In ‘recent yéars the cisze tecﬂnlqué as a measufe of ESL

: pr@fléienéy has been' usea .in numerous stud;es. Studies by

L vDarnell (4968); Raplan anlecnés (1972), Stubbs snd-Tuckér (1974)

S have sh@Wn this technique to be: shighly réliable. . Swain, :

. Lapkin, and Barik (1976) used the cloze technique with bilingual:
‘childfén in order to measure bégh fifst<aﬁa'secana language -

% proficiency. They f@ﬁﬁa it to-be ..‘a vale and rel;able

means of measur;ng sec@nd language proflc;ency "ip 4%%$

o In prev;aug research, cloze tests have been fcund to
carrelate hlthy with stanaardized ESL p:mflcléﬂ:y te&ts and
they appear to carrelate even hetter’ w;th other pragmatic ‘
testing pr@ceaures wh;ch require the sklll of llstenlng com-
prehens;an (Dagnell 1968 Ollex, 1972)

: ' In splté of the apparent ease W1th Whlch cloze tests are
constructed, there are somg prgblems Eélated to the use Df
€loze ngcedures, One of thé prablems which we encountered
was -that of. éeterminlng whether a passage could be Eon51aered
to. have an a@praprlate level of dlff;eulty for our subjéct'

p@pulat;gn.

Accard;ng to most researeh " the 1evel of d;fflculty Qf
the passage does not greatly affect the Spread of the scores-.
However, some sense of the level of sKill @f the students is
necessary a§§ thus the juﬂqement of content dlfflculty be&cmes
a subjective one (@1léf, 1972 Aitken, 1977). We found that

I.the aetEEminatién of the level of difficulty was the most

. difficult and tlmeﬂgcnguming aspect of the Qanstru:tlaﬁ of
the cloze tests wh;ch we ‘used. Basing the chaice of a passage-

i:an the readability formulas usually used did not seem to be -
.satlsfactazy. This is due in part to the fact that most read-

t"ability formulas use the number of long words as one of the

criteria for déterﬁining the difficulty of a EESSage, However,
it hagpénskthathQrds of three or more syllables are often.
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French-English cognates. Since. our subjects are native speakers

of French, we cannoticonsider these words as "difficult". Theree
-fore, the reaiabilltg formulas could be used only as a 5tart;ng

point when choosing- an appropriate text for a cloze test. Wé ﬂ*ﬁ
felt it was also neeégsary to exercise some sSubjective judgement

of the level of ﬂiffiﬁulty.énd to Qilét the cloze passages
extensively before administration to ?he'abservatign groups. :

In order to chccge an apprapriaté passage for our E;éde 8 _
and Grade 10‘classesfiwe constructed twc\clazekgasts of app@rentiy
equal d;fflculty. Th%se were then piloted on a "small sample
of subjects and admin%sterea to our two Grade 10 observation . .

élasses Half the subjects in each class were given one test

‘“ana the Dther ‘half the other test. Ovgrall, the scores were

| :
too low to d;seriminaté am@ng stuﬂent% Furthermore, the results

indicate that, alth@ugh the readablllty level was the same for

the two texts, one test was much more dlff;cult than the other.

" We théféfﬂIé selected and adapted another passaqe and pllétéﬂ
Gbse;vatlan groups.* Thg QLlDt groups c@n51sted of 63 Grade 8*
and Grade 10 francophone students. Results of the pilot admini-
stration indicated that this passage was at an appropriate level
of difficulty as it discriminated well among the PllétﬁSUb]ECtS

Th;s passage had a.Flesch feaaablllty score of 92 ("very easy

“far native Speakers) The FGG fDrmula ranked it as appropriate

for:Grade 5 native speakers. The passage was 375 words long.

" The first and last sentences were left intact. Ev very seventh

'Wgrd was deleted, leaVan 50 blaﬁks in all.. Prager nFuns were

excluded from the count’,

Administration and saétigg. The task was administered by

the ESL classroom teachers who made suxe that the subjects

*Llll Ullmann developed and-scored this flnél clcze test. .

¥
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understood the procedure.. Students had approximately 45 o "
minutes to complete the task.

Therg_are.variégs'ways of :scoring a cloze test, the
easiest being the exact woxrd method. This consists of counting
~ the number of blanks filled with the same words as the original
text. - Some researchers, however, have felt that the exact
word method is too rigid for non-native speakers and have ex-
perimented with cthéfrsca:ing systems. One of these is the
- céntéxtuallyfééceptable word method, in whlch any work that is
acceptable in the context of the QaSSage is marked correct. We
‘scored our claze test by both the exa:t word and the é@ntextually
accegtable word method and calculated the rank .order carrelat;@ns
between the two sets of scores. These éerrelatlans being very
high (.99 and .96 for the two Grade 8 classes; .97 and :96 for
the Grade 10 classes), we judged that there was no reason to ‘
‘Préféf the more lébari@us contextually acceptable word method
to the exact word method- for puzécﬁeévgf comparing cloze test
scores with other teé£5; Neverthéléss, the cantextually accept-
able method and the egamlnat1an of ‘frequent errors g;ves insights

—y

into learners' language develapment. ' R . .

i

Thé mean scores for thé four secandarg classes are presented
in Table 2. . ‘The cloze tast,,fﬂr Group l0a, had a falrly high
reliability coefficient (calculated by the Kuder-Richardson 21
formula) of .82. We may’ conclude, then, that f@r this group af
students, it was a fairly adcurate instrument for measuring o
whatever cloze tests measuzeg= We intend to investigate this

in greater detail. .

Table 2
Cloze Test: Mean Scores (out of 50)

Exact Acceptable
8a (N=30) 20.3 22.4
. 8b (N=23) 16.9 18.4
10a (N=22) 29.7 33.3
L0b (N=22) " 16.1. 17.8
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Co! :elat;ans acrass Measuras

5

- As part of the preliminary analysis of the data yielded
bf the measures discussed above, we calculated rank order
correlations across the close test, CELT?listening, CELT-
5tructure, and the grammat;callty judgements test. fcr Group
10a. (Th;s was the only class vwhere the CELT scores were
high enough to permlt campa?;sans ) The - ccrrelat;@ns are
reported in Table 3. All are. s;gnlficant at the .01 level,
except that between the close and the CELT-listening tests
which is significant at the .05 level.* However, the relative
size of the coefficients did not confirm our expectations.

' o T | Table 3
Ccrrelatiqgg_ag:ggs7Measurési£c:7§:cup_loa

Cloze CELT CELT Gramm.

(list.) (stru.) judg.

~ Cloze = 47 .63 .70

- CELT-listening .47 .71 .57

CELT=structure .63 .71 x , .63
Grammaticality .70 .57 .63 | '

juﬂgeménts‘
!

Nate_; N=21

A‘[ —— e o
|

We expected the strongest relatlanghips to obtain between the
tWD measures facﬂs;ng Qn form, ﬁhe CELT— tructuré and the .
grammatlcalltg jngement tests on the one hanﬂ and on.the other,
between the two ﬁests measurlng a braaéer range Of l;ngulstlc
iablllt;esg the clcse test and CELT-listening. This expectation
was based in par% on previous research which suggests tbat‘the

0

- *Eecause @f the 51ze af the papulat;gn, hawever, théSé f;gures
nust be 1nterpretea w1th caution. - :

b
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"
cloze is more strongly réLated‘ta tests of. global 1anguagefability'
than to discrete p@lnt grammar tests. For cur subjéctsh however,
'orrelatlcns with the grammatlgallty

thémclaze shgwed the strongest
judgement test, whlle the two CELTs correlated most strangly w1th
each other. (This latter correlation is in about the same range

as the figures reported for the ;eferénce groups in the CELT
‘1iteratu:éi) Further quantitative and especially gqualitative
analysis_@f the data from-all four measures, as well as from

th%'piéture description task may |shed some light on this.

"

Addltlcnal Data .

Additional data resources which will EE'analygeﬁ along
ta and the data described

E

with the classroom interaction da

above include:

sgtudents'éWf;ﬁtén*summariés of classroom dialogues
which were created by the studenfs anavperfermed in class.
The dialogues themselves are part of the élaserGm ;nteract;@n

data.

-provincial and school boad examinations. Arrangements
have been made in some cases to obtain not only the students'

scores, but their answer sheetsQas well so that <@ qualitative:

s

analysis can be pérfafméd

=class tes%s devised and adm;n;stered by the teachers.

i

T

5e
=y
TFE=
r
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Accounting for Variation in 12
Learners' _Language* _

~ The purpcse of " th;s 5tudy is to trace the dEVElchent of
a.group of English language structuzes in- the speech of franco~
phone ESL learners and to describe and accﬁunt for the abservedJ
variation in learners' performance on these structures under
different ;Dnéitian%! Th;s ‘Paper is a Pr@gress report based
on Qréssssecti@nal research unéertaken during the first year cf
the stuay However, future repcrts will be based on the conti=~

L

nuing langltud;nal study. ‘ . 1 \,

Va;;atlan in Language Acquis;t;gn - " i}~

’ An underlying assumptlon of the st y 15 that some previous
research suggestlng that there are un;versal seguences" in. .
linguistic dévelapment has masked, mesrtant variation: (1) vari-
ation across groups and individuals, and (2) variation in thé
perfarmance of an individual or an apparently hcm@geneaus group
undér different 2énd1tlgns of pgrfcrmance. ' '

The first kind of variatiaﬁ haslbaen treated in muéh recent
research on second language acquisition. This kind of variation
has been attributed to several factors in research findings

which Suggesﬁ that individual learners resﬁcnd differently to

-thexsame linguistic enviranments, Inalv;dual VaflatLéﬂ in L2

perf@rmamce has been attributed to cagnlt;ve style (Brawn,_lB?B),
1ntaractlgn style (Seliger, 1977), PﬁéV1Gu5 language learnlng

A egper;encé_j, ,lystacka& IE_"rDhZLLc:,;h,i 1977)jage'ar éevelcpméntal_f;

e

L ° h . . s ‘j ) /y‘j\"

* Th;s prcgress repart was. prePared hy Patsy L;ghtbawn, N;na"
' Spada, and Robert Wallace. We.thank other members of the
project team for their participation in the administration and
trans:rlptlgn of the plcture description task. We: thank
espécially Bruce Barkman,\Gerard Bates, Phyllis Vogel,
and LlSé Wlner_ ﬂ . _ .

. v -;E



- stage (Rrashen, 1973, 1975; Rosansky, ,1975), etc.
The facus of . thls study is on the secend kind of varlatlan,

that whlchgyan be Dbse:ved ‘in the perfcrmance of individuals or
gz;gps ??aer different pé:formance conditions. ‘A

-homogeneous
s have reported differences in learners'

number of researche:
abirlity to use the same linguisti& structures on different kinds
of tasks (e.g., Krashen, Sférlazza,.Feldmaﬁi and Fathman, 1976;
Larsen-Freeman, '1975; LoCoco, 1976). Other researchers have
reported variatigﬁ over timé in Pérf@rméﬁcé.uhdéf what appear

to be the same cDﬁdltiDnS¢ palnting out that changés do not
always reflect steady lmpravemént, and in scme cases appear to
be_unsystematlc (e.g., Bertkau, 1974; Hakﬂta,.1974, Rosansky, .
1976a} b). Hakuta (1974), among @thers, has suggésted that
thi’s. apgarent fluctuation is due to the leaznar 8 having first
,1earned ‘correcth, st:ugtures by rote (even in a campletély

natural "untutored" setting) ‘and then beginning to make grrors
‘as he “comes 0, analyze and recomblne linguistic elementg?pre—
V;Dusly used as rote-learned chunks. ) ‘ . ,

'Thé best known explanatién for variati@ﬁ in L§=1earﬂers‘
under different conditions is the "mgnltér model" prcpcsed by
‘Krashen (l977) A Aécardlng to thls madel, perfarmance under
EDndlt%QDE of "focus on, cammunlcatién" w;ll reflect ""natural"
or acqulred" campetence in ‘the 1anguagé, That is, in conver-
sation or rapid writing, the SPEEEEI w11; not have time to ,
recall "learned" rules bf the 1anguage and Wlll instead use
~rules WhlEh have been internalized thrgugh unconscious acgul—
sition mechanisms. Canversely, EDndltiaﬁE in which the learner
believes it is important to take his time and speak or write

_as correctly as possible, some 1éarﬁers.can "monitor" their
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by applying ccnsc1ausly kngwn rules. 1In the “m@nltered“ i
cand;tlon, the learner's 1anguage will refléct “learnéd“ compe>
tencel and the "natural" or aéqulred sequences of development
may n§t emerge. The reasqn the learned}campegence cannot affect
the "natural" sequence under conditions of "focus on cemmunicaa
-, tion" 15 that, for Krashen, conscious learning appears to be
entlrely discrete from and to have no effect upon unéansclcus

"acquisition"

L]

According to Krashen's "monitor mcaei“f there is gféat Y
consistency aéfgss learners. in the "natural" sequences of de-
velopment rgvealed lnvlearne:s' "unmonitored" 1anguage.! Varia-
tion, hg!says, is int:aduéed by‘lgarnefs' attempts to modify |
their language according'to consciously known rules. Accord-
ing to the monitor model, one would expect differences in per-
férménce under different conditions but consistency within a

; JgivEn task at a partiéularvpéiﬂt in linguistic development.

' That is, one would expect the "acquired" system to’emerdé in a
"communicative setting" (e.g., the oral inter#iew)'énd to be
altered by "learned" kn@wledge in a more formal task (e. g., gram-

'matlcallty judgement) *. Larsen~Freeman's (1975) results showing
differences between perf@rmance on the Blllngual Syntax Measure:
and tasks ;nvalv1ng reading and writing have been explalﬂed in
terms of the man;tar m@del (Krashen, 1977).

" The notion of "natural” sequences in Krashen's mgaei, is
based to a large extent on “marpheme StUdlE’" in which the * -
relative accuracy of pezf@:manéa on a group of grammatical
m@rphemes has been Gbsezved and desg:;bgﬁ in the speech of’ Ll
and L2 learners. What has been repcftedhin most of these. studies
is 'a h;ghly écnslstent pattern of dévelégment across Ll learners

on the one hand and LZ learners on the other hand. There have

* In h;s mast zecent work, hawaver, Krashen (1978) has suggested
that the "natural" or "acquired" system will dominate under.
, ‘. all conditions short of a hlghly formal discrete-pglnt test
o of grammar. ‘
. v _ ' ' L %
. ™A
. : i . . ) Jf_j l 7 ‘
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been reports of ‘variation in these so-called "natural sequenceé“h
(see e.g., Hakuta, 1974; Rosansky, 1975). ' However, there has

- been little attempt to try to explaln the abservéﬂ variation in
L2 acqu;sltién even though Eatterns of variation are’a major

_icgus_af rese;:ch in other areas of linguistics and sociolin-

-guiStics, ahd in L1l acquisition (e.g., Bloom, Lightbown, Haad}
1975; Cedergren & Sankaff 1974; Fasold &-Shﬁy, 1975; Labov,
1969) . : ; o .

Thévdesign of the present study involves observation and
description of consistency and variation in learners' perfor-
mance on the same  linguistic structures under différent condi~
stions. The different conditions include diffeient'tasks which

\ require different dégrees of ‘eoncentration on lingu;stlc farm '
or on the cammunlcatlcn of ;nfcrmatlcn, In this progress re-
port, prelimlnary analysis of learners' performance on tﬁ@ ﬁasks
will be presented: (1).an oral cofmunication task ihﬁ@lving>
picture description and (2) a grammaticality judgement task..
7Aﬁalysis of the data cbtained-thraugh,thése tasks involves -
(1) a determinatiaﬁ of the extent to which-ébserved variaticn‘is
systematic and, (2) the proposal of hypatheses to account for
the:cbservéa varlat;@ni These hypotheses will’ then be tested
in the see@nd year of the study, both through further analysis
. of data‘élreaﬁy EQlléétEa (inciuding classroom interactién) and

*

conditions.

'Liﬁggi§§§c Structures to Be Investigated

The 1inguigtic structurés to be considered in this progress
report were: chcsen afte; preliminary analy51s of classroom in-

teraction and interview data.

- Ay
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(1) be (rather than have) form usea in referrlng to age,
 e. .9, He is 16 years ;ld; i
(2) the 5 "s morphemes" o
“(a) - plural - e+gs, twWwo trees
(b) 'pcsseés;ve -~ e.g., the boy's hat
(¢c) 3rd person singular - e.g., He walks fast
(d) copula - e.&f, She's tall _
, (e) auxiliary ﬁfeﬂgg,-The girliggﬁlaying ball
'(3) prepositions indicéting motion tcwaﬁé a goal,
e.g., The're going to schépli }

These three structures or groups of structures, are sources of
continuing difficulty for ESL learne:s; They have been chcsen
as the focus of this stuﬁy fDI élfferent reasons.

‘Bgrhave) The study Df the. be/have contrast permits us to
trace the development of a structure which, althcugh‘supé:f;clallyg
-very easy to teach ané_éxplain, remains a frequent E:g&lem in'
'thev5pe§ch of fran;gpé?ng learners of English and, inciﬁentalli,_

of anglophone learners of French. " ‘

1

The the@ret;cal ;mgcrtance of this study 11&3 in ;Fs re-
latlen to cantrcversy regarding the role of Ll 1nterfefence in
L2 learners' language. It has been pragased, for example, that
L1 interference décreases in 1mp@:tanca as the LE learner be—
ﬁsCQ@%S more prgfléient. Yet the pers;stence of thlS easy-to=
state rﬁlé i%bthe speech of fluent speakers is striking.
. L ) B i * x .
fsgjnggphémeg. The study of théi%}hmarphemgs makes it
p@ssible tc ccmpare thé English L2 ﬂevelapment of franc@phone

backgraunds whose devel@pmént of{ angrphemes (as well as Dther
grammatical morphemes) has been described in many recent studies

-
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(e. g , Bailey, Maddeng & Krashen, 1974; Dulay & jéft, 1974a, b.
La:sen-Freeman, 1975 Rasansky, 1976) . f ‘These stui;es have re-
ported a high degrea of an51stency amcng L2: leafners of dlf—‘
ferent Ll backgraunés in the’ sequence of acqu;51t;an Gf a

number of grammatlcal morphemes . For. { 3 m@rphemes, this .

""natural" sequence is: L . ¥ o
7 7 plu.
COP ~2 1 aux.

(Arrows shauld be,”;ad as “precedes No sequentiél'relaticnﬁ

‘ship is pred;cted for the pairs of marghemes w;thin hraces)

The the@retlcal ;mpértance of thesgég morpheme sfudy lies.
~in the fact that majér gurrEnt thEDIlES of L2 learning and L2
perfarmance - including Krashen s monitor model =~ are based on

. what are belleved t@ be unlversals in mérpheme acqulsltlcn.

‘LThewuse @f:the;{ } m@rghemes in Engllsh Gften creates
pz@blems for sec@nd.ianguage learners. In ﬁhe f;rst place, there
are three all@marphs of the morpheme,. and the learn r must learn
the phanalcglcal rules for the /s/, /z/, or o/ az/ ailamarphj
B@th L1l and i@sgééulsltlon rasaarch have establ;shed that'the
. "ghort plural“ (i.e., the /s/ and /z/ allamcrphs) are acgquired
earlier than the "lgng plural" (1 e., the / 92/ allamﬁgph)

(see Berko, 1959 and BI@wn, 1973. for L1 and Dulay & Burt, 1974a
and Natal;gl? and Natalicio, 1971 for L2). This alfference 3
among allémarphs for the-plural appears to héld true for the
other {;} m@rphemes as well and the presentatlon of 1tems 1n
the new grammatlcal;ty gudgements task w;ll be balanced E X[\

this feature. - . ~§.' J

+ t N 1 £
L3 I R

Even m@:e'cﬂﬁplgx thanfﬁhe phoriological Variantsf are the

multiple functions of these formg since the same forms serve = /-

five different grammatical functions.
. T -] W el .

L
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Learners frequently faﬂil to supply an { }marphéme whe:;e 3
one is requ;red .and they tend to supply oné in cq%t?xﬁs where
it dces not bel@ng so that they praduce sentences s&ch as
"It's means the students can' t gc“*cr “The Sﬁzl she,s have a
red dress". The absence of the marpheme where ;tris cbllgatéry
may be expla;ned in terms of several factars It cauld be due
to the learner s confusion ahéut the fun@tlgn of the /s/ which

&
is often redundant, and not essentlal for cammun;catlan

. Anather explaﬁatlcn is one based on phcnglcg;cal ;nter—
ference from the speaker's Ll1. The franeéphane L2 speaké: may
kngw the morpheme is there, but fail to produce it because he is
carrying over a (general) rule from Freneh whlch says that f;nal
:Gnscnants are usually not:-pronounced. '

<« A further Phcnal@gical can51de:at1@n is that { 3 m@rphemes
.are’ scmet;mes Mlost" in th stream of speech It seems safe
say. that { } marphei
lt ;5 1mp9551ble to hear the { 3 mérpheme as a separate elément

can be missed in Dral speech ‘ Indeed

It's snowing today in Vancouver .
He's sometimes very shy.. 5

© My sisters spent the year in France.

Locative pfepgsiti@n§- Prepositions are difficult to

explain and ‘teach' because the ch@;ce of the c@rrect pfep@SLﬁlen
is often deﬁermlned th by a EpeclflG rule but by 1§lcmat;c :
expressions, for example,,ln Senten:es gsuch as "He's galng to .
the airport" vs. "He's le§v1ng for. the airport". Here, as wﬁth
the be/have CDﬁtIESt; there is cans;derable evidence that lnter—
ference from French campllcates the already difficult rules fcr

~

w
& ‘Lﬂ "
I
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prepositions in English,_leadingvtc'sentences such as "the
,1§hildren are going at school" (Les enfants ventié'l’écale);

} important prec;sely because Qf the fact that rules far thélr use'
.cannot be adequately taught thr@ugh explicit ;nstructicn. Thls

prav;des a. cantrast w1th the be/have stfucture, for example‘ R

In French, the preéositi@ns to, in and at can take the same -
linguistic farm a to express different functions (e. g., Il est
a l‘éccle- il va a l'écéib) In the first example,:§he_prepaa
sition 3 is used to express a state'which is static. In the
‘second, the'prepgsitiéﬁ”é is used £@ indicate motion toward a

goal. Ganverselyp MEGh 1n English may be translatéd ;ntar

' French as a + a:tlcle, en, vers, pour, etc. Prep@sltlans_
151mp1y do not; lend themselves to stralghtfcrwafd translat;an

A;Slmple rule learnlng

Prellm;na:y examlnatl@n Df the classracm data revealed
some of the d;fflcult;es that franc@phane English L2 learners
experience with these l@catlve ?IEPQSlthnS Because they rely
on translations from L1 or bacause of the c@mplexity inherent
in L2, they @ftan chaase the wrang preposition in. the;r Eﬂgilsh
L2 speech, grcduclng Séntences like - "We' re. galng 1n Robert's
cottage" and‘“We went in four plays and two. concerts in New- Yark_f

‘ . . L B } .
P ST - %

Ellcltatlgn Df Language Data’’ ‘ e

- The :éntzast;ng EllCltatlDﬁ pro:edures to be descrlbed belGWxtji

P

were used in order to permlt a cgmparlsan of student 1ea:ners
perfarmance in formal and informal language use tasks. 1In. the
gramﬁa;icality judgement task, the focus is clearlylén_fsfm;&

in the picture description task, the focus.in on gommuﬁiﬁation;

1 B OV S j . . R )N




© Previous research has’ dem@nstrated the value of grammatlcallty

judgements for nghg bayand pr@duct;an data and obtaining infor-
mation’ abeut L2 learners' l;ngulstlc 1ntu1tlans which may confirm
or ccntradlct certalnfaspects of their productive language (Cohen

T& qublnﬂ 1976; Hamayan, 1978,,Sehaéte:;,Ty5bn, & Diffley, 1976),‘

Wg predlcted that perf@rmanse on the’ plcture card task would

, :be 51mll#r tc that observed in oral elicitation pracedures used
:5in ch&f research (e.g., the Blllngual Syntax Measure) but that
5the grammatlcallty judgement task would be. dlfferent Further,

we predlcted that a substantial number of subjects wauld deviate

o gifrﬂm the g:aup in, terms of . the accuracy orders for {51 mérphemesA

g

’V‘Qn both the p;cture description task and the grammat;callty
qudgements task. Flnally, we preﬁ;cted that @bl;gatcry contexts

far marphemes occurring in some llngulstlg env;rcnménts would
be more difflcult than those occurring in cherSﬁ
overall. s ntence :amplexlty or phenglaglcal envn énment. Thap;

”fbecause of =

. is, the accuracy would not. neﬂéssarlly be unlfarm fcr all

’1nstances Df the same morpheme.

1

Plcture descrlptlcn task A The plcture ﬂescrlptlen task
was de31ghed o elicit: the llngulstlc structures speclfleﬂ
above by means.of a pi tqse cardﬁgamei_ This game analves twa
partlclpants - the student and the’ 1nterv1ewer - ahdf '
w1th ten gr@ups of four :ards each. Each card . 1n a gréup is
thematlcalLy similar to thé other three, butﬁdlffers sllghtly _}

in ;ﬁs details. For example, one grgup chcards has the same

st1¢H~f1gure pers@n in every plgture, but the person lS engaged
S ‘
iln a, sllghtly different actlv1ty in each (e. 9., halﬂlﬂg a bax/

Dpénlﬂg a4 box 'while stanélng/s;ttlng),;pr the person is Wearlng

i diffe:ant cclgured clgth;ng, or is’ :positioned differeﬂtly 1n

each pl@ture (e. g, lnSLde/Qut51ﬁe*a vehicle) see F;gure l)

i,l

e,

* our thanks to Richaﬁﬁ Yarkey'far drawigglﬁhe picturgsgf

S :1¥j,1 - - %yﬁi) B , . , ‘;
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Figure 1. Example of contrasting pictures used in picture
' def¥ription task, : ‘




Each g:@uﬁ of pictafes vwas -designed to elicit specific‘liﬁQQLSs_
tic items (e.g., plural, copula). The interviever has two '
sets of cards. QﬁeqSEt is arrayed, one group at a timg{‘befgre
the interviewer on a rack, so that it is’impass%b;e-fcf'thé
student -to see them. The duplicate cards of the sam%jgréug are
presented face down to the 'student. The procedure for the admin-
istration of the interview is as follows: 7 |
1. The student is asked to select one plcture card ffom
a group of four. The interviewer does not see which card has
been selected. "
2. The student describes the pléture to the interviewer i;
who can refer to the duplicate group of cards in fr@nt Sfuﬁiﬁ.
.3. From the student's descript;@n, “the lnteIVLewer guesses
which card is being described and- verifies his choice by mat--

i

ching his card with the Etuaéﬂt'é.

The develcpment of such screen tests can be traced to
earller stndies in psycholagy investigating c@gnltlve develapsk
ment ‘and communication skills in.children (Glucksberg, Kraggs
& Weisberg, 1966). Upshur (1971) designed a similar picture.
card game which he refers to as a:hcémmunicatian task", for

testing second language proficiency. In his efforts to develop ,

‘tests which go beyond the discrete~point grammar test appféazg

and measure instead successful productive communication, these
"communication tasks", which allow for a “correspondence be-
tween the intentions of a speaker and the concept created by

his audience"” were designed.

Our picture ééz& gane, although similar in design, differs
in its objectives. In Upshur's model, the scoring system is

based solely on successful cmmmnﬂlcatlaﬂ, ‘'that is, the student's
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performance is;gvaluatéé in terms of the interviewer's ability
to guess which picture is being described. ﬁurthérmare} the
test'is"usually timed as Upéhu:Aﬁéund that it did not discri-
minate among students when no time limit was set. That is,

even weak students were eventually successful when no time

limit was imposed. It is precisely this guality, howaver,j§hich
méﬂe the task ideal- for our subjects, many of whom are at very
Aéarly stages of ESL devélcgﬁeﬁt, Because few specific questions
were agkéa, a wide range of utterances and utterance types were
used to déscribe these 'pictures. Nevertheless, there were
cerrain structures which had to be produced in order for "suc-
cegsful communication" to take place. For example, one set of
pictures showed a little girl holding balloons of different
colours, No matter what else the student said about the picture
he dESGEibé§,|hé was obliged gt some point to refer to the

balloons,, that is, to use a noun plural = correctly or incor-

i A
rectly,. o
R
Thus,~qur task was not based on the interviewer's ability

to guess ";Jrjght gicturé, Rather, the interviewer sought
) to encourage the student to talk as muth as possible. Where
appf@éfiater the interviewer weuld sometimes deliberatély guess
wrcpg ln orxder to’ get the Student to say, for’ example, "In your
plctﬁre the man is holding thé box. In my Plctuze, the box is
oy the table"™. Similarly, the interviewer might select a second
“%Plcture fé@m the same group of cards after hav1ng guessed the
~first p;cture correctly., This second p;gture would be selected
‘:-;?_W1th thé purpose of eliciting another 1anguage feature whlch
| was n@t elicited by the flrst-" Dr, 5tudenfs might be asked to
ccntrast different plctures in each group of carxds.
Véll students received instructions for the task as they began
the interview. Students were shown one group of pictures so that

L Y .
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they could see how closely the pictures resembled one another.
The "rules of the game" were quickly understood by all students.
Each student took approximately ten ninutes to complete all

ten groups cfsbictures: In a very small number of cases, students
who found the task toé difficult vwere given fewer pictures. to
describe. fAn important advéﬂtage of the picture card game was
that the Sémé pictures can be used for learners' at different
levels Df,ﬁéﬁguagé proficiency. The same picture which elicits
a simple iespGﬁSé such as "two trees", can also elicit a more
c@mpléxéuﬁterance such as, "There are two identical trees which

are standing beside two identical houses".

Duflng the interview, it was meértant to allow the students
enough tlme to formulate their descrlptlans. Long pauses of
silence sometimes followed questions such as "What can you tell
me about your picture?", "What else do you see?", or "Is there
something else you can tell me?" 11 order to avoid simple ’
imitation and repetition in the s=udents' performance, specific
questions were ugéd only when a student was having great dif-
ficulty in déscribinq the picturéé_ A -list of suggested ques—
tions waSuprav1ded f@f all interviewers to be used as a guide-
line for the target structures. The interviews were recorded
and fully transcribed for subseguent tabulation and analysis.

Grammaticality judgements. In the grammaticality judgement

test, students were required to distinguish between correct and
incorrect uses of { } morphemes, the be/have distinction in
exp:éss;ng age, and locative prepositions in a set of written
sentences and to correct the incorredt uses. We predlcted that
ability to do so would not necessarily imply ability to produce

these structures correctly in classroom interaction or interviews.

' We also expected that the relative difficulty the different
b

, .
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structures presenteﬂ wguld vary amcngst 1nd1v1duals, that 15. we
did not expect that the students' ability to make ccrrect grams

maticality judgements would necessarily conform to the universal,

acquisition orders for which claims are made n -he literature. '.

Finally, we predicted that the ability of a giveu indiwidual to
make correct judgements as to the grammatical. or ungrammatical-
use of a given structure would vary according to certain fea=-
tures of the llBgUIEtlZ context in which the stucture occurred,
and we hoped to gain some insights into the factars 1nvalved in
this variation, insights which wculd allaw us to farmulate
specific hypotheses to test in the nex / phase of the study.

Because we are carrying out a related study* to examine the
effects of instruction on the ability to make correct grammati--
cality judéementg, the test was administereﬂ to our subjects b
twice, the secénd adminlstratlgn coming two days after the
first. The class perlgd between the two administrations was
devoted to a review of the grammatical structures in question,
using a set of sentences similar to the test sentences. The

fesultiﬁg change in the perfarmance of our subjects was csmpared

students at correspandlng\grade levels. The tést was also
administered twice to the control groups at the same interval,
but without the intervening session of instruction. We intend

to administer the test a third time in the fall to measure the

pefmaneﬁce or otherwise of the effect attrlbutable to 1nstruc—
tion. We expect, Df course, that the effect will prove to have

been temporary.

The test ccngistedf for the secgndary studénts Pf 50
sentences, each of wh;ch contained at least one correct or -

incorrect use of a target structure. Some Qf,the sentences used

.* The Effect of Instruction on the Performance of Child, Adoles-

cent, ‘and Adult ESL Learners. Paper accepted for pres®@ntation
at the Los Angeles Second Language Acqulsltlen Research Ferum,
October, 1978.
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more than one of the target structures, but none contained more
than one error, a fact of which the students were made aware.
There were nineteen correct sentences. The breakdown of the

erroxrxs in the other 31‘was as follows:

4 auxiliary'/s/r
4 capula /s/
6 third persan 31ngular /s/
3 plural /s/ !
5 .possessive /s/
4 locative prepositions
5 EY_% vs. be
Students were instructed to write "C" in the blank beside the
sentence to indicate a correct sentence; if they judge& the
sentence ihééérect; they were to circle the exror and ﬁrite the
correct word in the blank, e.g., "She usually many mistakes
in Ner homework. makes". Errors were of thrégﬁtjpeéz omission

(Her' new watch very expensive), use of the wrong form (I am going
in Frane¢e), and inappf@priate use Or overuse (It's makes no
difference what you do, There's are scme peanuts in the bowl).

A similar but somewhat easier 20-item test was aﬂégﬁlstered to
the Grade 6 students. It included no items on locative prepé—'
sitions, and the sentences were generally simpler. Both tests

were pllcted on groups of francophone students at appropriate

Fen
Co
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Results; Picture Description Task

The analysis of the data elicited by the picture card task
is just beginning. We have not yet examined the results from
all our subjects. However, we have tabulated both the indivi-
dual and group results for one class at each of the three’
gfaée levels. This section ﬁil; report on the preliminary

vanalysis of “the group data compiled thus far. Individual per-

formance data will be analyzed as the study continues.

Preliminary anaiysis of the data for the secondary student
reveals a difficulty order af,m@rphemé acquisition which is
similar to the “"natural" order @f'acéuisiticn observed and
reported in other morpheme studies (COP——> AUX-—+ PLU=-» 3xd P).
The order for the elementary students differs from étheiistudies
in that the accuracy for the 3rd pérsgﬁm?§3%) was higher than |
for the plural (52%) (see Figure 2 ) making the difficulty order
COP — AUX ——» 3rd PERSON —* PLURAL. This difference may be par-
tly expiéined by the fact that there were 3l6.obligatory con-
texts supplied for the plural and only 29 for the 3rd person
which students may have produced correctly by rote.

We were unable to include the possessive {S}lﬂarpheme.in
our analysis because the picture card task did;hét elicit
enough instancés of the possessive for quaﬁﬁitative analysis.
However, in reading the transcripts, one notices tha; subje;ts
French construction) in contexts requiring the possessive.

For example; in one picture, there is a boy pulling a cat's
tail. Many students, when describing this picture, said
“He'é“pulling the tail of the cat". Thus no obligatory context
for the p@séessive marker was created, even though possessive

fuﬁctign was intended.
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Although the Dzdér of diff;culty in our prellmlna:y find-

- ings pa:allals the order obtained in other morpheme studies,
there remains a large b@dy of data that has yet to be accounted
for and requires further and more ﬂetalled analysis. These
fdata ccntaln a large number of uninflected verb forms occur~
ring w;th 3rd person singular subjects. Most of these forms
occur ;n contexts which call for a preqress;ve form (auxiliary
+ -ing). Even though the accuracy for the auxiliary is high

5 for 'secondary subjects, there is a high frequency of uninflected
forms in both secondary groups. Further research is required
to account for these uninflec Jd forms and détérmiﬁe at what.
stage they occur relative to the =ing and .-s inflections.

It may be, for example, that learners first learn cartain verbs
with —ing inflecticns;»treating'the -ing' form as the base form
of the verb. Other verbs may first be learned in their base
uninflected form or with .the =g inflectiéﬁ. In the three
classes whose perfarman:e af’thg picture description task is
presented here, the greatesﬁ prdpcrtlan of uninflected forms
occurred in the 8a Subjectsﬁ;the greatest proportion of verb

+ -ing (with or without auxlllary) occurred in the 6a subjects \
(see Table 4). o fJ . / :
= Table 4

Inflected and Uninflected Verbs
Used in Picture Descriptions

6a . 8a 10a .
verb + -ing 96 56 142
Verb s ; 18 80 109
o dninflectell 21 (16%) 82 (38%) 77 (23%)
S ATy : )
f;‘\ i i'
T
4;} :.".'V i
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These results suggest that learners do not begin by using un-~ .
inflected verbs and then proceed to acquire iﬂfleéti@nsg Rather,
the uninflected form may repieséntascme intermediate stage
between the use of rote-learned inflected verb forms and thé

acquisition of a system of inflection.

+Another result requiring further investigation is the over-
use of the is} morpheme in cases such as "He's takes a.cookie"
and "She's haée a red dress", It i$ not clear whether these
forms shguld be considered as either third person or auxiliary.
One currenﬁ hypothesis is that, due to the inordinate amount
of time spent practicing copula and;gpx;llary forms,  students
treat pronouns with 's contractions (it's, he's, she's) as
alternate forms in free variation with the pronouns. Continued
longitudinal examination is required to trdce the development
of these forms to determine whether the overuse is systgméﬁic

and where it occurs in the developmental seguence.

-~ It is interesting tc compare the accuracy rates' for each

; Df the { 1 morphemes across groups. All three groups perf@fm
at a high levgl of accuracy for the: copula, .and the secondary .
é:@ups-shaw Sfmila;ly high rates of accuracy fér thé auxiliary.
A flﬁdlng which is interesting and deserving Qf further inves-
tlgatlcn is that the 10a Subjects perf@rm no, better than 8a
subjects on the plural. Hawever when - 1cng and short plural

are treated separately, there is evldence for ﬂevel@gmental
progress in the acquisition of the plural.- Subjectsfin thex 10a
group provided the long plural correctly. ln 35% Df the contexts

whereas the accu:acy for the 8a group was ' 18%.

uw
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Results: Grammaticality Judgement Test BT

L . o, ' ) L R

Both the 20-item and 50-item grammaticality judgement tests
functioned well as tests. Item analysis of the results of the i
first administration showed that all items discriminated among . /

the subjects. However, on the 50-item test, the nineteen 'items |

which did not contain an error tended to have very high facility . -
values and low indices of discrimination (rione greater than .25).
The items which required students to correct an error discri-
minated better on the whole; Dnlyig of 31 such items had a discri-
mination index of less than .25, and these 8 were items with
extremely low facility Qaiues! In other words, considered as

test items, the senténcegkﬁith@ut errors were too easy, while

the sentences with errors were mostly satisfactory, with a
minority being too difficult. Thisbpattern was also @bsarvéd

ih the 20-item test. The reason for it-is fairly obvious, and _
has important consequences for the design of grammaticality jud%e;

. , . . , . X .- .
.ment tasks. It is gimply that in the case of the ungrammatical

sentences, students not only had to determine’ that they were
tudent were

ungrammatical, but to c@r:égt them.. Hence, if a

in any doubt on an item he might cﬁéése the easiést solution - N

to mark it correct. The high facility values for the error-

&

Jless items are clearly owing in large part to this biased

guessing. In the next phase of the study, we intend to overcome:
this problem by dividing the task into two tasks. 1In'an initial
test, students will Be asked only to judge the sentences ‘gram- .
matical or ungrammatical. These\tests will be marked and . .
fetérned to the students whc‘wilé then have only to correct

those sentences identified as ungrammatical.

The reliébility of the tests, according to the Kuder-
Richardson formula, was high: .89 for the 50-item test on the

first administration, .90 on the seécond administration. The

b X ,
O
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carrespendlnq figures for the 20-item tést admlnlstered té the'

sixth grade were ﬂSS and .86.

£
:

Table § shows the mean segres éf olur Grade . 8 and Grade 10

subjects® and of their c@ntral graup peers on the twa admlnlS*

trations. (The scares of the two Grade 10 subject groups, @&f

l0a and 10b, are dlsplayed separately because of the big dlq—’
ference in their perf@rmance ) Grade loa is an "enchhed" R
stream and l0b 15 Gcn51dared a regular" stream, - The averaqé
scores for 10b were actually lower than those of the Grade 8

FY

Qur subjects improved betwean administrations Gﬂ the averaqe

more than four times as much as the controls, a difference whlsh

. subjects. o ﬁ‘{ﬁ
i Tab l‘é 5 - , . ;-F,
Grammaticality Judgement : ) SRR
Mean Scores (out of 50) DO
i r ‘ ‘
Administration o i
*. First Second Difference -
Grade B8 subjects (N - 51) - 26.1 31.8 5.7
Grade 8 controls (N = 45) 27.2, 28.9 - 1.7
10a supjects (N - 21).- 35.85 40.1 © 4.3
10b subjects (N - 21) . 22.3 28.8 6.4
Grade 10 controls (N - 21) 34.0 34,2 0.2
ALL SUBJECTS (N - 93) 27.5 33.0 5.5
ALL CONTROLS (N - 66) . 29.3 30.6 1.3

Can only be attriﬂﬁted to the intervening period of instruction’

The lcwest =-scoring group of subjects, clasg 10b, benefited the
most from this’ lnstructlan, while the thhést scoring group,

¢lass . lQa, sh@wed the least benefit. ‘Wherg the benefit was

t‘_"’ F8
a0

A




o

~greatest, it was also least uﬁiférm'aﬁéng individuals. The raﬂk_
crdér correlation between the first and second admlnlst:atlgns
of' the test was only .60 fDr class 10b, ccmpared_ta .83 for'

'10a and .86 and .79 for the two Grade 8 graups ‘But as a

-graup, 10b 1m§rgved more unifornily on the various structures
than did 10a, as may be seen 1n F;gures 4 through 5 ., Over
three-quarters of the total ;mpr@vement by 10a was acaunted fo
by 1mprgvemént on the be/have distinction. These dlfferences
may, of course, have been caused by dlfferences ln the type af

1nstruct1cn given in the period hatween the twa admlnlstratlans.

level had their reqular classraam teacher. Thus both Grade 105
hadithe‘same teacher; bcth;§raée 8s; and all three Grade 65,
., 'The mean score of the Grade 6 students Dn,the 20- 1tem test
' was 8. 9 for the first admlnlstratlan and 10. 3 for the secbnd ’
If we express these figures as percentages (44.5% and 51. 7%),
the dlfference between them, réprésentlng *the 1mprévement'
between the tWD admlﬂlStfatanS, 15 6. 9% ‘cémpared with a .
difference Df 11.1% between the mean. scarg§>af the secgndary
students on the first .and second administrations (54.9% and X
66% respectively). Thus the sixth-graders- appéaréd to benefit .
~-somewhat less from thElr period of 1nstruct1cn than did the
?sesgndary subjects H@wever, we do natnhave control data
available against whlch to compare the. 51xth=q1aders ’fmprave;
ment. Flgure: 4 through 5 sh@w the Mmean group scores (expressed
as gércentages) on each of "the. seven grammatléal stfuctures '
tested, ,Only those items which CDﬂtalﬂEd errﬂrs haVE been taken
iﬁ&é'accéunt here. The 3Dlld partlan of each bar represents

the difference between ﬁhé first and SECDﬁd administration.

o
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V 100 _ Grade 8 Wﬁ?'%
] '\"F "1’ \"‘ :
A
| ;'/ \_ .. ‘ . .
- ‘Grade 6
H 2 .
100
R
*a .
o S TR N SN N .
cop awx 3rd:.  plu poss ;. b/n

Figure 3.

Group performance on grammaticality judgement tests.

Height of white bar represents percentage of accuracy .

on first. admlnlstratlan. Black segment represents
1mp:@vemen§ on gecond administration.

94

The * indicates
a gingle case of 1gwer gcore on tha sec@nd admlnistratlgn.
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‘cop aux 3rd plu poss "b/h
5
Group 10b  *

] i .

| ;ééﬁmw'aﬁS “3rd , plu_ poes. ﬁpf2§ ——

B

Figure 4. Graup perfarmance on grammatlcallty judgément tests.
Height of white bar represents percentage of accuracy

! _on first administration. Black segment rep:esents
1nprcvement on second adm;n;stratlan. . ;
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The crder of difflculty Qf the varlaus structures génerally ‘
accords w1th the‘*acquisltlén Qrders" descrlbed in the 11terature.
One lnterestlng anémaly is that the perfcrmance on the auxlllary
is slightly ahead of the copula for the Grade 8 subjects. The
aeslgn of the test .may also have Played a role in pra&uc;ng the
unexpected order. Two out Df the four items with er:ars in the
7 use of the cépula ccntalned errcrs of overuse, whlch gave our S

'subjegts more aifflculty than errors of omission. 'If cnly the
f;;tems with errors of cm;sslan are taken into account (fDr both
Iccpula and auxil 'ary) then the’ capula proves less dlfflcult than
ghe auxll;ary for all groups, although the scores remain much’
élaser for the 31ghth graae than for the tenth )

§ 3 S
_ A pass;ble explanat;an for th;s flndlng is that Grade 8 is

the level at which the pragr2551ve is extensively pra:tlced \“.=ﬁg
Such an explanatlan Seems all the mcre plaus;ble because it o
*wauld ‘account for an@ther ﬁév1atlcn fr@m the "natural"‘sequence
Grade 6 subjects gerfgrméd bétter on the de s;ngular than- Dn
the auxll;ary. They hdd been ;ntrcﬂuﬂed to the Brd 51ngular
_shartly bef@re'taklng the test. (Nate the hlgher than expected
perfgrmance .on 3rd singular 1n the p;ctuze descrlptlcn task
as well. 'See F;gure 2). We have nat yet” ccmpleted our analy51s

of ;nd;v;dual performance on the morphemes. Thus, the ‘extent

to which individuals c@nfarm o the group orders is nct yet “
known. Because we have iny 3 -6 éxamples of each'. structure f@r o
, each student, it wguld be dlfflgult to draw conclusions’® about
_Grders for lndiv;duals. One of the goals of the next phase of

the study is. prec;saly to collect engugh data’ on %Ed1v1dual

-students to make EUEh a study PéESlblE. 7 a¢; o

- It is pQSSlble hawever to rePQrt on- a prellmlnary analysls
of the effects on- accuracy Df dlfferent lln§ULEtic contexts.

4
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- The iﬁitiai test provided us with suggestivéidata that have
'formea~the basis of our _hypotheses for  the next phase, . For
example. on the first administration,.only 28% of* the stuﬂents.‘_"
ccrrectly supplled the m;551ng aux;llary in "The dog plays
outside when it snowing", while 81% were able to supply it in’- .’
' "He leaving: early tgday“— Now, although the, tweAsentences are.
not- prec;sely comparable in other ways (the fgrmér is va;cusly
_{mcré|camplex than the latter), we may hypothesike that at least
part of the difference is ﬂue to the” ¥nltlal sibilant in - i
, snaw1ng" It would appear that students judge the, grammat;—'
- cality of sentences 1n;t1ally by “saundlﬁg thém cut"! that is,
ﬁ%the fizst verlfigatlan takes place in the Gral/aural channel
'and by 1ntu;t;an rathe: than by proafreadlng and fcrmal analys;s
We plan to test thlS hypothesis in the next phase of the study
N by balanclng the presentat;an of items in which 51b;lants in
} the Phcn@l@g;cal enV1anment of the m1551ng morpheme make it
9;91 dlfflcult to "hear" the sentence as 1nccrrect agalnst théSE'Whléh
| 'f;cqntaln na suéh dlfflcultles, Anather phcnal@glcal issue ta
be c@ns;déred is the- relatlve perfarmance on the dlfferent
,fgﬁgp.allamagphs of the is} mc:phemes. Another aspect of varlatlcn
B Which‘will -be ;hvestigated is the relative success students'
fhave in- carreétly supplylng the verbal igz marphemes (cgpula,
'auxll;ary, 3rd. person ‘sNpgular) in sentences whlch dlffer in

te:ms Df pre-verbal écmplex;ty.v

b ' Cantlﬁued analysis, b@th&;r@ss sctlcnal'and ignéitudlnal,.
' of . 1nd1V1dual dnd group data, will 1ead to a better uﬁderstand-
ing’ Df pérférmance variation. Further 1nvestlgatlgn into the

.

- cveruse Df{ }marghemes and uninflected verb forms will c:Dnt;Lnue
in an effart tc discover h@w these fcrms fit into the develap- '

i

o 'mental patterns of marphemé acqulsltlcn.
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In order to obtain comparable 1ang1tud;nal data, we
will adm;nlster an adapted vers;an cf the picture descr;ptlcn
task 'in Sprlng l979. The adaptatlen is b21ng designed ta
Ellcit a w1der range of grammatlcal Etructuresi- .

i =

Work in’Pragress: Grammaticali;y Judgement Test {

In order. t@ test the hypctheses dEIlVEd from the results
of the f;rst grammaticality judgement: test, a new test has been
d251gneﬂ to prcv1de a larger number of items for each gramg
matical structure and to contrgl for the fact@zs Wh;:h seemed’
t@ account for the varlabllltg observed in the perf@rmanée
on the flISt test. Eecause of the 1arge number of items needed‘
on the test in order to cantrgl for all these vaz;ablés, the '
'new test focuses on { } marphemes. Be/have 1tems are included
in order to obtain 1Gngltud1nal data on this structure. Lccatlve
preposition ;tems are also ;ncluded but including sufflc;ant
items to control for thenlarge number of variables associated
~with the use of prepositions wéglﬂ=have made the test excess-

. ively long. . ‘ R \

FéllDWlng the,testi studénts will be 1nterv1ewed ln order
‘AtQ Ergv;de 1ntréspect1ve data on the proceés of mak%gg gramma— .
ticality judgements as well as to explore the students know-
lledge of the appraprlate grammat;cal rules. . By comparing
students' performance on the test with th21r ability to state
ﬁhe-féfmal rules involved and tHeir desgrlpticns .0of how they
‘proceed t¢ judge g:ammatiéal;tg, we hcpe to be .able- to. galn
Séme insight into b351c se&onﬂ 1anguage 1éarn1ﬂg Strategles.*

i

The . new test 15 currently b31ng pilcteﬂ w1th fran:aphgne;ﬁ
‘learners in the Ccncardla Unlver31ty§Engllsh Language Summer
School and will be admlnlstered to the subjects of the Dngclng
lang;tudlnal study in Dctabgr 1978

ETeg Y
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The nature Qf the other twc structures,f"éasy" be/have and
“hard" prepqsltians led tg the preélctian that perfcrmance on

form) task than on the ;nformal (fgcus on commun;catlpn) task
but! that there would be no difference in Ferfg;manca on prepo-
sitions. The available data and the analyses,cgmpleted to this
point do not permit us to draw cénglusiéns about the use of pre-
positions under different!conditiéné. Bhe d;fferences between
scores Qn the first and second admlnlstratfgns suggast that
students did benefit - at least tempmrar;lf - from fDrmal
1nstruct1&n.k Hawever theze is ciearly a much greatér ;ncrementi

o7

on pe/have f@llgw1ng ;nstructlcn_ - : A
R o : Lo ) L

gégtinuaticn of the Study

The results anﬂ analyses of the grammat;callty judgement

cgnflrmatlcn or alscanflrmatlan of our hyp@theses. The contiﬁ
nuation of this study involves (1) the EDmPlétan of group
comparisons for the other observation groups on the,plcture
card task, (2) comparisons @f individual _performance on both
.tasks{ (3) analysis of the students classrgcm 1anguage,

(4) analys;s of students' w:;tten work, (5) testlng the hypo-
theses regarding variation generated by the- prellmlnary results
of the study through the use, of newly deslgned ellcltat;aﬁ
pracedures. From these analyses w111 emerge a clear: plcture
'gf the .course of franc@phone ESL learners deve,gpment of theke

structures over the . period of. thélr ESL ;nstruc';cn 1n school.

‘Over' the- period of the study we will be . able to 'ntegrate the_

,results of th;s study with the classrccm 1nteraétlan analyses
in Drdé: ta better desdrlbe the zelat;cnshlp between second
language teachlng and learnlng. _ LW

\g‘f ‘ . . o g . I : 1 &
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_K,_ ’ o Ferm and Functien ef Questleﬁe -in ESL
I i _Learners' and TEeehere' Speeeh* -

Ay

The study of questions in L2 develepment is metivated by
 two eon51deratiene. Flret; questlenmanewer 1nterehenge is one
of the most frequent aet1v1ties dn..L2 eleeereeme and -as such,
it is 1mpertant’fer us to know whet is happenlng in these 1nter-
chengee and hew 'to make best use of 1t te promote’ leern;ng. '
Seeendi beeeuee there is a large body . ef reeeereh on first. lan-
guage (Ll) develepment of queetiene e prellmlnary fremewerk for
enelyzlng queet;on develepment 15 elreedy avalleble. t
The develepment of geeetlens in Epglieh Ll aeguieitienfie
remarkebly elmilar aereee~eh11d e% In terms of both question. -
form and question funetien,tehlﬂdren ecqulrlng Engllsh Ll ‘can
be expected to pass through'a pred;etable series of stages on
their way to- adultellke use ef queetlens. In this paper, we ,
will describe some dete;ls ef Ll develepment of Wh-queetlene‘
and cens;der some of the explanat;ene that have been efferea t0 .
-account -for the ebserved developmental patterns, We w;ll then.
describe some reeent reeeereh in the L2 eequleltlen of queetlen
ferm and queetlen functeen, discussing reasons for patterne of
51m11ef;ty and dlfferenee. Finally we w111 deeer;be the re-
sults’ of prellmlnary analyses of the question and answer inter-
eetlen in the ebeervatlen elaseee. 1ne1ud;ng a diseu531en ef
the preeentet;en of queetlens ﬁn the ‘two textbeok series in
use there. od e : P

* This prégress report was prepefedlby,PatsyvLightbewe;
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-~ Form and Function . o “ o - \ S

, Befare praceadlng t@ a- rev;ew cf the l;taratur%, the use
. of the terms question farm and questicn functlcn shauld be mide

clear. - S li

_ Form. 1In thig fepcrtc tha fczms referred tc are usuafl _
the 1nter:agatlve wgrds, aften called Whgwcras, e g., whc, what ,
when. the term fcrm will also be used ts refer tg<the arrahge=

“ment of words in questléns, for example. whether there is ;n—5
version gf subject and aux;llary.u, ' -
Funst;cn.ﬁ The functlan reférred tq 15 usually the :eferaﬁi
‘t;al funct;cn af partlcular questlgn fcrms_ Seme consideration
is also given to pragmatlc or dlsccurse functlan.; That is, the
. -réferentlal funiction of a when questlﬂn ;Q*tg ask scmethlng
abaut tlme. However, a question:such as "when is he 1eav;ng?“
 could have a number of dlfférent pragmatic functlcns, lead;ng to -
different interpretations of the utterance,!such ‘as "I need tg
know whether té make a;nner for three or fgr four?" "I'd 11ke
to use the car but I wander if he needs’ it "I dcn t like the
way. he s actlng and e w;sh he'd gc;L The pragmatic functlcn;,
couldthus be, 1n addition to a slmple faquest for ;nfcrmat;an,
a hint a w1sh, an expression of annayanca.- Héwevei, the se-
mantic functlan fema;ns the same. It 'is a questlan fcf whlch

the semantically aPprcprlate answer 1ncludes same mentlcn af

time.

The basis of most réséarch on the develgpmént of questlans
in béth L1 and L2 has been an examination of’ some aspects of
'questlen form (e.g., Brown, 1968; Ravem, 1974). It is usually.
‘assumed\that férm'siﬁglg reflects functign'Kat least ﬁeﬁéra

. . : . : .
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ential function)." In research cnkather aspects of llngu;st;cv

‘ﬂévelapment’it has been shawn that old forms are. used for new

functlgns and new/’ fcrms may;be used first to expréss old . funCEfx

:'EféfEﬂQE o’ Wérne: & Kaplan, 1563)

tlcn (Slcbin, l973, wiﬁ

) That ig, if a Ehlld has juEt ccme to understand Saméthlngh‘

'_:cagnltlvely byt has nDt yet 1earnéd how. ta express it ‘1inguis-
Atlcally, he’ may . 31mply bcrrgw some llngu;stlc fgﬁps that azé 7
'_already famlllar. For example, he may un&erstand a great deal

about Space relatlcns bEerE he has acgulred the lccative pre-
pas;tlcns necessary te éxpress these. rglatlans 1;ngu1$t1cally.

Thls dgesn t Qrevent hlm frém talking abaut spaee relat;ans - o

‘hHowever. He dcas sc by uslng Dld formg - those aspects Qf

1anguage that he: already knows - to refer to the sgaceuﬁelatlgns,

L

e’i

albeit ;mprgclsely, ﬂ"?;;;v

Questién Develapment in E r”glish L17

A number of studies of the ﬂevel@pment of questlgn form in
Engl;sh L1 have revealed that the order of emergence of bhoth
camprehens;cn and prcdugtlgn of spegific questlan words is sim-
ilar among éhildren learninigEnglish Ll {(e.g., Davis, 1932).

Swain (1972) found that chilfiren who were b;llngual (French=f1“
- English) frgm earllest chlldhocd acqu;:ed Engllsh Wh-words. 'in

the same order as Engllsh monallngual childreh and that the
French equ;valents Qf these words emerged ;n the gsame order.

b -

In its simplest form, the most frequently Dbserved order

gi! H ‘.

13 (1) what and where,. (2) who, (3) why, (4) how, and (5) when.

This order flts well w1th what we knaw about children's cagnls
tive dévelcpment durlng thls perlca of 1anguage aévelcpmént
Before they have develaped anything more than single word
utterances, they already seek to knDW'the.nameshgf objects or

62
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to find things that are lést or h;daen. ;Thusi questi@ns-guch _ %g_:

as "what's that?“ Er “where s thé baby?“ encode meaningsi%hat i
'f,;are alreaﬂy wellé 'tabllshed when chlldren begln ta exg:ess. . éé
-them 11ngu15t1cai1y— ' :

}r%fact wh;ch reflects the ccgnlt;ve ecmpléxlty Qf time feiatlﬁﬂg

.\.;’ & ‘ﬂ.

[ X A j A
S Dy . ’ ’ ; £

In * ..ﬂ’.

It shauld not- be assumed hawever, that the obser;&d devel~"

o

'gpmental sequence Qf Whiwgrds ean be exﬁialnea s;mply aﬁd suffl—
,‘, Wh_

féréﬁf'géﬁféﬂées., Far example,‘ wha“ can be the suhject ar‘-ﬁ‘fi'” o
:the Qb]Ect af the verb, that 15, the agent q: th? reclplent of A
=the action. Reseaﬁchexs who: have further 5ubd1v1dedﬁquest;gns R

. (Erv1n-Tz;pP & M;i}er, 1978; Tyack & Ing:am, 1977) have absérveﬂ -

| that a finer d;stlgzﬁlcn 1eaas to.more . 1nfgrmat;gn-_ For . egample, &)

"who" as sentence subject 1s used’ and resp@nded to cgn51dézab1y

earlier than "who" as thest (e. gi. "who ;s eatlng lunch?" is -

) ‘*ig?");v Thus- c@mplexlty 1é ' *1; ;

‘Q;determiﬂeé not only_g"the Wgrd ltsélf but“by its: xrole in

.+ the sentence. sjﬁ o T e LA e g

An W factor in determ;n;ng the crdér of dévelagment is Lj pt

easier than "who is ‘the bgy

the esten; LQ whlch the nDn*l;ngulst;c context in whlch the

questlén occurs helps the learner to. know what" ;s expected Df

him. Ervln—Trlpp and Mllle: (1978} .suggest that the ehlld learns
 te answer questions thraugh experlenee in exchanges’ in ‘which the

adult asks a question at the moment when the child was about ta t
produce spentaneausly an utte:aﬁce which would appraprlatély o 4
answer the quést;cn. For example; ln laaklng at a picture

book, the adult asks "what's that?" knowing 1ntu1t1ve1y that ; -
the Chlld is llkely to say "duck" anyway._ Theé child thus'hag !




R

.. the exPerlence df answer;ng qaestidns which he mlght not unde%ffz

i Edstand in andther cdntdxt.; : o g -gy o d .

_ ‘Another factor in the order in which childden develdp _'%@
»cdmprehéns;on and prdductldn of thquestldns ;s ,the: frequdndy :
. with which d;fferdnt questldns are addressed to them ‘Adults {%ié_
1appear to have some speclal sensitivity to the llﬂQUlSth capa- Ay
c;tles df chlldzén. ‘Thus one finds. very- few when questldﬁs in,

5 | :fthe spdech addressed td 2—year olds. S;mllarly, Hddd (1977)
‘ ';ha% 5hdwn that w ;Z questddns ard rarely addresggd tg GhlldrEn 2 -f;f
b who Have not- yet. begun to use "because" spdntanddusly “The ™ S

.Equdst;dns addressed to children are those which the adult be- .
.:lleVéS the chila can answer. Ervin-Tripp and M;lIEr (1978) U
fdund_that dh;ldrdn made relat;vely few formal. errdrs in rEs—
pend;ng to Wh—questldns and. that there was. nd great 1mErgvement
.., in tHe rate of formal respdnses as the: ch;ldgen grew older,
;%! bdcause adults so; rdrely asked quést;dns us;ng quest;on words

[ wh;ch cdrgespdnddd to late: stagds of devalcpmdnt. The strdng=;
_est EV1dence for an Qrderéd sequdnde of . develdpment comes frdm ;

o,

gty g
N

S T

Al

wh;ch ‘a child has ndt yet masterdd (Sed, L;ghtbdwn,‘1978)

s . In- summary, therd is a sequendé of’ develdpment Df Wh!fcrms'
1nqL1 acqulsltldn which appda:s td follow cogn;tdve develdpment
}but is also affected by the llngu;stld ddmplexlty Df the ques-

v tion utterance overall: .and. also by some sort of natural se—
rquuend;ng of questions in Parents speea@ to chlldren." '

ik . : . *

-_Wdrd Drder in English L1- and 12 Questldn Develcpment

) Another aspect of quest;dp fdrm which has bean studled and
whlch will be described brlef;y is thé;déveldpment Df word
drdeyi In Engllsh, bdth yes/no agd Wh-quddt;dns ndzmally




requlre a change frcm the standard SV wc:d Drder e;ther by
auxll;ary inversion or “dgﬁsuppart"' Since bcth inverSLQn and
“dc—suppcrt répresent llngulstlc gcmplexity, some Ieseafchers
were suprised to disEQVEf that b@th Ll ana L2 learners produced
questlgns with correct word Qrder at a very early stage of de—
'velgpment  For example,-“what's that?" and M"where did it go?"
. are quest;ens which may occur qulté early in L1 develapment.

1968).. Errcrs in wgrd Q'dez ap§eared as socn'as Iearﬁers began.“ w
:tg make questlgns .on th31r own.. In their own créatlve“vuse )
v ‘of 1anguage, chlldren would place the Wh-word at the. beginnlng s
‘-f.’“;ncf the sentence, hut then simply- leave the quéstlan in dealara— o ~

'-b’tlve Grder,,e g,, what he's daing?“ “why she ‘can't gaﬁ". In * o
the early 5tages gf thls creative use, 1n faet the auxlliary 5i -

AT

'13 then mlsslng
i o 4”. B o | ; »
For word order developmental sequences, unlike Wh—questicn
word sequences .- cégﬂitive complexity is less important than
?51;ngulst;c c@mplex;ty in determing the pattern. Thus ;t is
':nat really surprls;ng:that the same develcpmental pattern has
‘been observed among Engllsh L2 learners (Bailey, Madden,‘&
Eisenstein, 1976). They begin by a- few memarlzed carrect férms,

=
’ s

then begin to use incorrect forms when they deviate f:am rote-=
learned material. They subsequently learn to use inversion,
with yes/no questlons beggming ﬂcrreet in advance of Wh;questiéns.
' Durlng thls QEflcﬂ L2 leaznars whcse nat;ve language forms - &\H :
ks quest;cns by 1nvert1ng the main verb (rather than an EHXIIlary\{‘ -
or an 1nserted from like do) may try to use the same rule: ;n'_
English. . For example, Savam s (1974) child produced sentenees
such as "like- ~you me?“ and "why drlnk we tea and caffee?"i e
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e,

e .

The elmllerlty ln word erder develepment for queetlene ;s

quite etrlk;ng.‘ Wlth the‘exceptien of. full_verb inversion,

there ‘appear te be ﬁ% 1mpertent dlffereneee between Ll end L2
'iEngL;eH queetien aevelepment i.ginee this develegment 1e
.prlmerily based on ;ncreeeing Lin,ulstl  eemplex;ty, 1t eeeme
‘predictable that Ll.and L2 eimllarltlee would be strong here.

- However,: as eteted abeve, the L1 aequleltlen order of Wh—werde
'is .determined 1ergely byAceinltlve deVelepment and by the child's
Aexpeeure baeea on Qerente' eheice ef queetlene.'ene would pre-
dict - 1eee LleLE ELmilerlty ;n the develepmentel eequenee of '
_Whewerde.‘ . ;vé‘?yf“;i . : ‘ el

. Wh—Werde 1n "Natural" L2 Development ‘ . _
. "; - : . . P . S
e If 1t is the case thet the erder ef emezgeﬂee of Wh—worde v

. ln Ll epeech reflects eegnlt;ve_develepment enﬂ perental epeeeh,
_ whet een one expect from szdevelepment? Cleerly the L2 learner -
‘feven at age 5:or G is eegn;t;vely eﬂvanced eneugh te underetend ’
,the meenlng of “the prlnc;pal Whrferme.' Thus enelweuld ne£ .
expect a ‘second lenquage 1eerner te acqulre .the Wh ferms 1n7?

the eame erder as the L learner.; f,: L “,=’,- _ .f} o %:ﬁf% ;1

e In reeent reseerch w1th Freneh L2, leernere (e 1eng1tud1nel

‘?,etudy of  two 6 =7 year old englephene beye leern;ng French by

- ge;ng te Freneh :schools) nghtbewn* (1978) found that the ~ =
sequenee ef emergence of:- queetlen werde was very elmller to thet
'ebeerved with- muéh yeunger Englleh Ll leernere even theugh, 1n
thelr natlve lenguege, the-children used add :eepended to the
full renge of Wh—queetlene. Thus, - qu'est- ee _que or qpel and

- oli. were earliest: ecqu;red and’ meet f:equent, while comment end

-Vuend were acqulred mueh later.

&

)

;‘* 'Leulee Tétreeult was the reeeerch eseletent fer the E;ggﬁh
o L2 queetien etndy*- ‘ I N




: However, there was an anamaly in thls analysis of questian
ward forms whlch led to a functipnal analysis of theae questians.;’”iﬂ
' One of the‘children used gﬁ_ mgre than any @ther quest;an wérd
The" functian%l analysis revealed that the meanlng of thése E_i ﬂﬁ?

.ﬁh‘,‘

questians was not wha ‘but what.K It wasg used in utterances
-Buch as "qui est qa?“ when the chlld wanted to kncw thé name éf E
saﬁéthing. When he later learned to ask “qu est—ce que c est?"'

- he stcpped using qui for asklng "what's that?“ and began using
’ - it to Mean "what dld you say?“ when he haﬂn t understacé sameene;v s

v - . e ¥ AT

:;else 5 utterance Co B R T T

: ,- . \- . - : .
|8 + ]

" _g' & Tthfull aﬂalys;s gf questlcn fcrm and functlan ln the
? },“lFrench ‘L2 speech of these ‘two bcys durlng the;r flrst year cf
: exposure to F:ench revealed that they had develaped -g8everal
‘cammunlcatlan strategles which made it possible for them to
ask a wide Eanqe of- thquestlans (called Q-word questions .in '
the French L2 study) ‘even thgugh they used only a limited humber
of quesflcns words. They used Q—wurd substitutién, :eplaciﬁé' '
_,’;v’_an ‘unknown word by another, ‘ag 'in the examples with qui abcvég
:“In '&éther example, the two boys were talk;ng abcut their birth-
a_déYE and the adult: natlve speaker of French whc was Flay;ng w;th‘
them asked if they wanted to know when her blrthaay was. In'

" asking her, Kenny useé ol rather than ;uggg even thcugh guan
had” just been used. it ST
W o R I
| . L: vous ne vaulez pas sava;r y - i‘ oL ¢
o -\ c'est quand ma féte & moi%?" 7 7 '
K: oi est ton faéte? '

, They alsa ‘used c1rcumlacutlcn, flndlng alterﬁatlves to. UQ
using any Q-wgrd at all. Fér example j),n ahother s;tuatlan 7
% .
- where Kenny needed to ask a quastlgn abgﬁt t;me, he’ haa a b;t e

&J{

e oo
. .




Tlask Questlens fcr whi

of trouble asking "Wwhen are you coming back?V . il
A R | Core I T
o h ' .“,_ - "»';: L ) Lo# ” ;‘._ s, ’ . } * V o ’ .-’

=

i . T s L
L1 : o .
L

..+ Lt % quoi? une aptre foig?. ' B )
OISR R S ek K oui jeudl.:vendredl BGE

H

Eﬁ In L2 develapment substltutlan errors are prabably frééuent
- when learners are Qut31de a rlgld ‘¢lassroom’ cantextiﬁ "€ :
(1976) gives. a number of examples Df Q—warﬂ subst;tutlan'in
cludlng one. af an Engllsh Ll learn;ng German L2 who, used wo
. (German, wheré) to mean- _;i and when as well asﬁwhere. circum-
locutions are cértainly caﬁmag. Clea;ly ‘this, can be explain:
Qartly by the fact thatgthanxz speaker s cognitive maturity
f'ls sa far in advance f his llnguist;c sk;lls that he neeés:
E qji he aaes not yét knay the_wards hf ;-C -
" the, develgpment of question furnction does not falldAftijflf!::”
_lcbsefved in L1 devgﬂapment @ﬁawever; the<;esults of thls study
“and the - study af German ‘1.2 by Felik (197  -revea1 that the ’
 arder of develapment of questlcn wDrds - at least in’ quesﬁién

:’preductién -is very 51mllar.

N Bath the L;ghtbawh and Fel}x studles are based on secgna
language’ development 1n "natural® env;ranments. That is, the
ch;ldrén recemved no formal lessané ‘in their secanﬂ 1anguage;,
Thus "the arder was not anfgrder whlch they haﬂ been taught,_J
but was. rather one which: they had learned. Neverthelesg one
explanatlgn wh;ch may accgunt Fér “this order in, the;: acquisl—
_t;an Gﬁ questlcn wards is"the Erequency w;th whlch the varlgusr

" words occur. We must be cautious hawevé% about assumlng that

frequency alone will explaln the Qraer.* In cher Ll and L2
gﬂverrriﬂéen

research it has @ften been shown that f:equency 1
=by éthgr 35pects of thé input’ such as saliency, c@mmun;cat;ve

va 1ue. 11HQULStlc cgmplexlty, etc.

= s A e

o But see Wﬁde (197Sb) fcr some eV1ﬂence ccns;dered c@ntra-
dlétafy. b L _ S

. ' ' ,K%- Agy viens un-autre fois?

2

7 . L ; e . . . Ny
- - S : SR .
e A S

’Adlmanche tu vas' etre lc;?




_ it seems ﬁhet here as eieeWh in L2 develepment the
formel aspects of development are predletable and to a 1erge
extent similar to L1 develegment.u However, because of the
different 1evele’ef eeénitive development and different com-
munication needs and expe:leneee of L2 1eernere the develep:

‘ment of -language functions is different. -

Wh werde ln Cla. ,Dem LE Develepment

Whet sequence of develepment weula we expect from learners

wWno are 1eern1ng their L2 ih the mere et%hetured env1renment of
the clasgrpom? Do we simply assume that they . will 1eern quee—
tions' in the order in which they are presented or arne: the;e v
other feetere whieh will contribute to determlnlng the acquisi-
tion erder? ‘Shounld we expect to flnd errors such’'as those
observed in "natural" Ll and tz’eeqeieitien?

l \A’firet step in eﬁsweéing these queetiene'ie to deteé%iﬁe

the order ln which Wh-words are presented to most Quebee etu—a

dente 1eernlng English L2. Lado (Caned;en edltlen, 1971) deee;A

not present ‘any Wh- queet;ene untll Unit 7 (ef 20 unlts) in-

in the same frame: Wh __ is he? -
i >
Tk .
: - whoeis he? %P "

Mier,

"he's Mr. David Goleman.
what. is he? '
he's a- lawyer.
where is he? .
in bed. _

" how is he? .

he's sick.*

‘Lado (1971) p. 54.

”;Iﬁ Unit -7, yhe, what, where, and hew are introduced :all

i
i



Eacy

Frgm whaﬁgﬁe hé%e seen of the acquisltlcn af Wh questlcns in

al settlngs, we might predlet that such Presentatl@n is _
,myfifllkely—to lead to corifusion. @ Such’ cgnfus&cﬁ is pr@bably LA

1nev1table since - Wh=wards have so maﬂg featu:e% 1n common.
H@wever, this presentatlon of the faur majar Whﬁwgrds at once.
and in the Samé-llngulst;: frame seems to invite it.: This kind
cf‘prpblem is by nébméans limited to question forms, of course. -
It is based on éna aspect of what Richards (1973) refers to as
the “é@htrastive aﬁpr@ach" to 1anguage teaching. That- is,

‘when forms whlch are very similar are taught in -the" same lessan,,ﬁ

thére ;s the advantage of explanatlcn thraugh ccntrast, but a _
Qrgbléms may be created for the students in ﬂlStlFTulShlng amangi
forms wh;ch dlfferifrem @thers in one or two dlstlngtive fea—

i

‘tures, all ather features bélng shared. ' S

3 . u

Alexander (Look, LlEtEn & Learn, Canadlan Edltan, 1972)

)ihclﬁdés "what's yaui (hls, her) name?" 1n an lntdeuctGry _;
lessén, then presents t.n Wh fmrms in:the . firstuunlt (of 25) ;

., in Book 1: whose and EQ&EE . In the fourth unit. wha is intro-
duced. ﬁWhat appears in Unit- 5 in the sentenQE'"what s for
lunch?" ' ‘and in Unit 6: ﬂwhat s this/that?" and "who's th;s/that?"’
apgearia “EEEES" is nct laﬁ:@duceﬂ until Uﬁlt 1 of BDDk 2. g*f

When is 1ntr§duced near the end of Book .2 and why is never taught_v

s.*  In the last Dbservatlgn class recorded for the

. in this seri

:,.Gradé 6 subjects, tpe lesson lnvalved the prezentation of thei@
word EEEE-‘ The teacher asked the meanlng of the word and one
“student 1n the back of the room shouted 'paﬁrquai'" One

fooh v had the; impression that he felt ‘the need far that ward and was

i Le had found lt—Lu

”"\ L . L ) o

—rr———

“thlng

* It is 1nterest1ng to: n@te that in the Lad@ series, althcugh
o many lessons in Books 1 apd 2 are devoted to information :
- ’ “guéstlans, why is not introduced until halfway thr@ugpﬂBQQk 2.
o .

u /

\‘i “ o ) “’:’ F;'U .':f’
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Questiaﬂs and ansﬁérs‘inilearnérs' language. As
seen, L2 learnérs in natural settlngs sometimes use the wrangﬁfd
questian ward subst;tut;ng a wérd they know for éné they
ihaven t yetslea:ned. L2 1earners in classrcam settings ask.

*few questlans\that the Qppartunlty for error rarely occurs.

| ' ;“ 1n a sample of 10 hours of ESL teach;ng in the
Esefvation clasgé&, the teacher asked 766 questions, -
I g;udénts asked .65 quegticns. The ev;dénce that pr@ductlcn
’rrars 31m;lar to those, made in the natural Séttlng would occur
?students asked. more questlénSchmes mostly f:q@ the :ompref

Eenslan erfqrgiin intérpreting:Wﬁéquesticns::

In prellminary analysls of classrggm and 1ntervlew data, we
‘have Qccasicnally seen cases where léarne:s answered the "wrong"
,guesticn! In the classracm and in informal 1nterviews, however,
éhe inaébepriate answers appedr to be’ determ;néd more. by éhe
leaznér sfexpéctatlcns of what question mlghﬁk§éasonably be
asked rather than sgeciflé m;31nterpretati@ns of Wh-wards such

5, as thgse observed 'in Ll learners.

Hello, Jean..
What's your last name?.

How. old are you?.

A e b
§ @ -
g
th is at the z@c too? N ; s o
* 09: Billy & his sister..
nght.. What is Billy s sister ‘ :
dalng?. Mlchelle,,

LY

It's Sally..

i

: 20:
What is she d@ing?! o
20: Uh
Qu’est-ce qu'elle fait?. . : ;“5% x
What is she doing? K R
: Luc,, . s - lb: é IE— hq,ldllng Bll}.y s
. S - “ and.s
o ] A ; . . 7-1 f“;
: - o 2




with- d;fferent Wh-words. 2

. ered that teachers, llke pa

,
:
e

o

- 62 =

In co mprehen51an, in natural . sett;ﬁgs (including the class= \
room) we may see little which can canfldently be, ;nterpreted as ;
r;‘f51ble that o
%.the utterance .

or to expeétatians set by the context rathe ¥ to a mis-

understood Q-word. Nevertheless, this. wiil nvestlgated

fu:th = througi, controlled presentatlon of a aerles of quest;cns

In the analysis b the ‘classroom data’gram th% twgﬁ'ff
of Grade iD students, we have found, few casés*whera students_
clearly answered the wrgng" Wh—quest;on., Out of the 766 quest;ans
asked by the teacher, only 8 were clearly answerad as 1§ they
;ncluded another thword.v Such a small numbef*ﬂﬂulﬂ be : accgunted
for¥ y. simple inattention althcugh, be:ause the pattern is so .,

clear, our 1ntu1t15n suggests that they dé ;n facb ra§resent

. Q-word substitution in comprehen51an. That 15, a "hard"'quEQEEi?

tion (e.g., how or when) was always answeéred as if it were an - °
"easy" quest;on;(e g., what or where). And it must be rememb—
%fnts, tend to ask only those ques-"

t

tions which th21r Studentif- hildren) can answer.

"*0’ 7y "v;

In the results from a morﬁhgantrclled sett;ng, where a
series of Wh- questlans were asked about a group of §lctures,

there is stréﬂger eV1ﬂénCE for systemat;c substltutién in inter-

Y

R Stuéy done by Jeffrey Barlaw and Francls Bancwsk;.

‘pretation. In a study* W1th|Grade 8 and’'Grade 11 students of .
English Lz, the methodolagy of Tya:k and Ingram s L1 study

'E;cture CDme51tans. The L2 results sh@w clear s;mllarity tD )

5 F

L1 results. For example, students who gave inappropriate answars
to fo or th questions: WEIEsmost likely to respond as if the =
questlon had been a what or where question. That is, thég

F




appeared tD be’ answering easier, éarller"léarned questlcns.,

This is’ sh@wn in a " conqulon matrix" madeled after that of

Tyack & Ing:am (l977) See Table 6. *'ai}

b _ : Wlth the cooperation of David Ingram frcm the Unlver;sty
of British' Columbla, we have thalne& ‘the materlals used in

: the Tgaék and Ingram Ll study of quast;gn dévelgpment and ;ntend
tD repllcate that 5tudy Wlth same Qf our ESL - subgects in the -
Cleng year. It ;s predlcted that, 1n sp;te of d;fferent ﬁcgnl—
t1Vé levels,,ﬂlfférent experiences, and d17£erent ccmmu”iga—
tion” needs, 3E . on’i
forms by L2

dévélogmenti=‘

o

Questions in teachers ' _speech. -In- a'preliminéry‘stnﬁngﬁfu

questions asked by the teache: in two Grade 10 classes, we fDund,

in ten hours of classraem 1nteractien - five hours from each
class, sampled over a E—WEEK perlad{fthe teacher asked 766
Wh;questlénsi 0f these, 410 (53%) ﬂaxe what questlcns-; The v
other major Wh -words represented from 1% (when) to 13% (why)

- ‘!of the tatal. These results indicate that students had far
more OpEDrtunltlES to learn what questlﬂns than any other Wh- .
questions. And, as would be exPecteﬁq ‘there were far more
appropriaté-respansgs to. what questiéns than to other Whﬁéuestiéns.
Within.the what questions, as would ‘be pred;cted by L1 research,
there was a higher degree of. accuracy for what is quest;ans*@?an
for questions where what was the subject of an action verb.

st iking aspect of the data analys;s in thls study is’
the faét that many. questions whlch do not elicit an apgraprlate**

response @re questions which studentséﬂgn't really get a chance

: Ly -
3 et
- = ) _ e

x Data tabulated by Jamas Kelly.‘ 9

** Apprgﬂrlately does nat necesgsarily mean “éorrectly" Thus ‘
if the. |teacher ‘asked "what was Ron dg;ng?'p a response whmdﬁ <

- named spme activity would be accepted as appr@priate whereas '

. »sreference to a place or tlme would ;gt.

v , f3
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o LT " . Table 6
an Confusion Matrix Indlcatlnq"Respan%e Patterns to
Wh- Duest;ans Qy Grade B & ll Students*”
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*B359d on adapLatlan of Tyack and Inqram (1977) st dy done
by Francis Bonkowskl and Jeffrey Barlow. . -
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ta answer,(ELther because the te rher answers it herself or

”'because she. ;mmed;ately repéats or rephrases the ques,

W1th§utwglv1ng the studénts time to answer. Such rephraslng

- with what is _— That is, without waiting far an answer, the
teacher expected the question to be hard Thérefgreb she
rephrased it to make it answerablé.. The analysis @f these data

ié continuing. ' We want to see how teachgrs PEIGELVE questlcn
complexity. It is gene:ally assumed that the order of de= \\
creasing complexity. which teashers prcvldejls Wh—quéstlén, )
either/or question, yes/no question. But we wish to investi=-

gate the order of c@mglé%ity among Wh~questions as well.

‘The analysis of teaéhefs‘.questioné in the classroom obser-
vatlans will be continued and will be extended, with the de-

velgpmént of the classrégm 1nteractlén categé:;gatlon system : , !

teachers attempt to s;mp;;fy the students' task by alterlng the -

form of their questions.

~F
<
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"My daughter likes to horseback too":
Native Speaker Speech to Native and
__Non-Native. Speakers* '

Duz;ng transcrlptlcn Gf the flrst oral 1nterv1ews'
the researchers noticed what appeared to be Errcrs, or devisd tanS
from standazd Engllsh, on the part of native Englrsh spéakers
(NSS) These were not accountable fcr in térms ‘of hes;tatlang
and false starts narmally encountered in transcrlpticns or

observations of NS sgeechi These dev1at1ans, which inecluded lex-  o

ical simplification (e.g., "My daughter likes to horseback too."),
topicalization (e.g., "Did you like it - the movie?"), and what
seemed té be conscious avoidance of émbgﬂdeafc;aﬁses_and,perfé;t
tenses, were tentatively attributed to a ﬁésifé on the part of
the interviewers to facilitate conversations with non-native
English-speakers (NNSs). : L
Adjustments in the speech of a NS when in,;cnversatian with
a NNS have been characterized as "Foreigner Talk". As Ferguson
(1975) has pointed out, examination of such Féfeiéner Talk could
y;eld important insightg into the’ p:océss ‘of slmpllficatlon of

language, both in L2 acquisition and in studles of”’ the progess o

of g;dg;n;zat;an (Schumann, 1974). In addition, Foreigner Talk
bears investigation as it may zanstiﬁﬁte a significant source
- of input to L2 learners. ' -

&
w

. Several studies of Foreigner Talk, such as Ferguson (lS?i)
and Valdmah*(lS?G), were based on‘literary séufcesg4§f'én quesé

£

* ThlS pragréss repart was prepared by LlSé Winlr The study,
is being conducted by Lise Winer and Bruce Ba kman.* : fﬁ

2
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might change their speech for a ﬁarietysgf NNSé; ;Althéugh

this is_interesting from a s@eiaflinguisticAPDint'@f view, it
does nst[ﬁrévide solid Qbservaﬁignal data on real linguistic °
behavior. The studies by Hatch et al. (1975) on data from
telephone conversations, and by Campbell et al. (1977) on inter-
v;ews. hgs been more significant. “Hatch found that in one
samgla, NS Speech resembled NNS speech 1n_ deletion Ef it and

‘copula absence of tense marklng, use of no plus verb negatlon-

and absence of plural markers‘ In speech of cther NSs,ln con-

‘versation with NNSs, however, the researche:s 1n‘the Hatch : <

stuéy did not observe these featuresp but did find'a Varlety of
strategies which were used by inalvlauals in different degrees.
Amang such stfategies were "frequent répetlt;én and restatement

‘with the use éf synonyms, 51@Wer del;very, clearer articulation
_ and a general feeling of empathy for the NNSs... using heavy \
:stréss, ‘'using long pauses to allow the NN§S to indicate whether

he/shgghaé;understcoap using confirmation checks such as 'Do
you understand?', and attempting tahanticipate and ccmplete
the NNS's utterances (Campbell et al;g 1977 p. EB)

Campbell gz al. taped canversatlgns between six NSs and
three NNSs, for a total ‘of 18 conversations, arbitrarily of five

~minutes duratlcn each, on a tép;c chasenufrém a list of pre-

detg:mlned topics. The team reparts that, unlike Hatch, they « ,%
did not find "systematic or phonological chdnges in a NS's |
speech towards any of the NNSs (1977, p. 100)", nor did they
find ins%ancég of copula or it deletion, missing tense markers, .
absence of plurals, etc. Like the Hatch research, however,
Campbell found many instances of Whﬁqgeétiéns being repaired asa

yes/no questions, as OR choice questions, and as questions plus

- a possible answer. They also observed a number of strategies

in NS subjects paralleling those of the NS subjects in the

Hatch data. : , ) ‘

[CREE




‘Campbell made several suggéstlens to future researehers
for avoiding l;mltat;cns fcund in the des;gn éf th21r study%%“

These included gathering gertaln 1nfarmat;cn abaut the ;ndlv

qduéls'used in the étuay; 1ncludlng NNS§*w§th low English pr@=
’servaticns were made’

ficiency,; making conditions under which
mére natural. Perhaps most importantly, they. emph331ge the -
fact .that before statements :egard;ng the pattern of mad;flca—

‘tions, or the lntent ‘thereof, can be made, "Tt is adv1sable to -
gather data on 1nd1v1dual NSs 1nté:act1ng with other. NSS béfaret

making ‘'generalizations about their strategies with NNSS (1977,

p. 101)".

P A . The secand set of gral .;Fnzerv1&.'“75‘,L thén, was deglgneﬂ with

two @bjectlves in mind: first, to obtain base—l;ne comparative:
data on student responses from Francophone, Anglaphcné, and

other non-native English speakers, ‘this data ‘to be used\;ni“ , ;?:’
several aspects of the total research.project; and secgnd,zta
furthér investigate Foreigner Talk. Thus,r;tryas declded_ta : '{*
follow the original plan of the initial oral interviews, i.e.,
pairs of students wauld_be interviewed by one NS interviewer,

using the same set of guideline questions. Interview&rs{far

the ‘'second set of lntéfVlEWS were three NSs: a female ESL

teacheg, a male B. Ed. student, and a female undergraduate sfuﬁ
dent, the latter two ﬁaving had little éxpéfience in spéaking
witthNSs. They. were told the first purpose of the interviews,
but were not aware that the researchers were interested in their
own speech. They were tcld to make the interview as relaxed!

as possible, but to try to get the students to speak, %ﬁd to

uﬂderstand what they were saylng.

The three interviewers each conducted 20 interviews with
pairs of students from French, English, and other first languages.

g
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'The resulting. EDllECtlQn cf data transcrlbeﬂ frcm these’ taped

apparent. C ; S ’ o S - ;i

interviews ccnstltutes a good b351s for both’ ccmparat;ve stud;es

. £

and an, 1nvest;gatlcn Qf Ear21gner Talk

Prellm;nary Qbservatlon Df the data appeazs to lnd;cate that

!lDtEIV1EWErS speech. The naturé of thiE m@d;f;catlan is bmth

althcugh, as repazteﬂ in,other studles, some’ features apgear to
be common tg a'1 interviewers: sl@wsz rate of speech, use of

a

 Pver1fy1ng quesjwans or statemgnts,‘repair af Wh-questions as yes/

ﬂé, OR éhalcé ér questicns with pQ551ble answers. As the an-

geﬁeral,»the nature of 1nd1v1dual variation, and ﬂhe effect, if
any, Df dlfferences in the Ll of the NNSE sh@uld became marevﬁ

5y

e
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Eull rep@:ts on the fé11QW1ﬂg stuﬂles W111~bé subs

mitted when they became available, The language apt;tude
study has not obtained data from the,&bsérvat;on classes
and the interference Study has éncounterea prbceaural '
i.dlffLCultléE in the classification of 1earner errors.

It was felt that 1t would he apprcprlife:;triéfez regcrtlng
Qn these préjects until Eurther re}e'ai 44 i

;ugjéets was

1earner error. A Sample gf 8 cf the . Grade 10 » 7
“chosen, primarily because the 1ndlv;duals in queétlcn v
participate often in class and thus pr@duced fairly slzeable
am@unts éf data. Classroom, oral interview and written werk
 *prbv1de the Saurées for the prellmlnafy study. Tabulatlcns
.have been made for each of the eight sﬁudents, and p;@?articﬁs
of interference to other érrors varies from-20 to 48 per. Eent
by individuals and considerable variatlgn has been n@tlced by
source as well. These proportions wculd seem ta cantradlct ’
both the position that nearly all errors are attr;butable to .
differences between L1 and L2 and the position that errors

are due only to develbgggﬁta; factors. It has become apparent,

as a result of the preiim;ﬁary work on errors, that many

of the previous studies have used varying and uncleé%ly stated’

ot
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criteria for error clasgificati@n. We are attemptlng to work

out proper Eritéria lelDw;ng the guidelines. set down by
Weinreich (1953), Haugen (1953, 1956), Mackey (1975) am‘i
other lnvestlg%tars for the c@mpar;sgn of languagés ;n canai’
wtact and ‘the 1dent1flcat;an and :lass;flcatlcn @f barrGWLngs'

and interference. v,

by

A language 'aptitude test has been ﬁil@téd éndtw;il'bé
"administered in the -early part of the school ¥eéri Language
‘aptitude ls another varlable whlch LS belleved to be assoclated
with some of the variation in second languaga Qevelégment
Péter Green (1974/5, 1975a, 1975b) has develapmeﬂ a 42 ;tem
language aptltude test which pzcveé a better preﬂ;etér=éf -

- success in learn;ng German fof adalescent children in England .
than 21th§r the MLAT or the LAB aptituéeitests. Green' s éf*

test is a“Swedlsh language lesson W1thaut feedback. The

forms of the definite and lndeflnlte article, the presant

. tense and s;ngular,and plgral nouns- are gresentgd, and the

, L N L S », T, L,
‘. examlnees must write new forms by analogy. The final itens

requlre .the .construction éf Swedlsh sSentences and translation
lntc English. Wg have translateﬂ the test 1nta F:ench and
pllated 1gvcn French Canadian adolescents and young adults.
The grelimiﬁary'reéﬁlts\i@ﬂicatéfthat th§ Green test will be
appropriate_for our subjectg,ris-simple to administer and

has- good face validity.

'Another studyiccncérnsithe'ShértatEEm effects of
instfuctian on different age groups. - Some preliminary -’
results of thls study, are reported in tha progress reP@rt on

I3
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Classroom Interaction Reséarch

B

CLASSROOM: INTERACTION

=

@ C, . ) L .

.

' )
..., The behaviors of teachers and students in classrooms have
been @bserVEd since at least® the early part cf the twentleth
century (Medle%zand Mitzel, 1967) .The focus of such studlesx

has Garlausly been on the amaunts and kinds @f student partl—

cipation in classrgams, Q"‘he chatacterlsﬁlcs of good teachers,

on the personalities.of teachers, on the 1nteractlcns _among,

‘students, on teaching behaviors and on. the ;nteractlans amang

teachers and Students-

A nunmber of classification. systems aﬁd cbgervat;cn tech-
nlques have been develupad for the. degcr;ptlcn and analysi§ of.
'classrgam behaviors, 1néludlng several dealing prlmarlly Wlth
feedback tm learners. Most of the class;flcatian systems are
based on a quaﬂt;tatlve descr;pt;an of verbal and/@r ncn—verbal

events in the classrc@m and the Qbservers qualltatlve judge~

Jrents concerning the .intent or purpose of these events. Thé7;i

. goal of the qualltative analyses has been to ﬂetérmlne the ¥
rElathE effe:tlveﬁess of different kinds -of teacher and stu—
dent bahaV1ars_ The quantitative analyses are performed on

the aSSumpt;Dn that different. duratlﬂns .and frequenclés of

partlcular behav1ars affect - the klnds and amounts of learnlng

, that DCCUI‘ . T ) . .;T\>

Jarvis (1968) devel@ped a framewcfk for cbserv;ng and

measurlng the use Qf'ﬁlfferanﬁ 1anguage skills which occur ln

the classroom. He distinguished speech prcdu;ed in drllls

' W Chapter £\> .- / ' :
i = a & . . . '

w
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o

;'ifam more sgantaneaus speech,=as well as Lndlcatlng whlch lan~
rggage was used ln the spantaneaus speech, the mother taﬁgua cr

& - o [s"'v
the fgre;gn languaga‘ - ;  7: ‘ ,fﬁéé.a.

2

@-‘{ v r'r

o K 'Settlnggi Ihey é@nsrﬂerea that verbal- behavlcr ;s paramcuﬂt
in the leaznlng pIQEéSE and t@at ncn—varbal behav;cr 1s less

.1mertant Seven categ@r;es of teacher talk are distlngulshed,_ o
T e
lncludlng 1ectuf1ng, EIEJSng, g;vlng dlrectlcns and asklng ’

Sow T

quEStlDﬁE. Twa categaz;es are pravided for student talk. fn

:LnltLathg and %esggnﬂ;ng.x A tenth categcry, sllence ,or cons, .

fusion, .is useﬂ when the abserver cannat unﬂerstand what is g;}“'
happgnlng,i Subﬁcategar;es are used to show tEhdénGlES unﬁ?he “
part. of. the teacher\;a 1limit student féEpQDSEE or ‘to-allow

1them mgxlmum parti@lpatlén in. the c;aSSEQDm lnteract;en.,‘

= s &‘}

'@n;l, : At 1ntervals of appraxlmately three sécondés pbsgrvers

n‘,.!m

\. "ncte dawn in cclumns the code nu@ber for thé categary which -)'H
v predominated durlﬂg that lntazval Palrs of Dbservatlgns are . gA :
v . Ty
cbta;ned by palrlﬁg each Dbservatlén w;th lts lmméd;ate suc* : RS

cessa;, excépt f@r the, “last, “and with 1&3 lmmédlate Prédé—

cessor,. except for the first.: The pairs are then tallifd
the. appraprlate cells ﬂf a ten—by ten matrlg.u The resul
stich tabulatlghs can be presented as PEDPQEthnS gf teaéﬁe: L .
- to st:ient talk and as - rat;gs @f te&chér“gantral and student - -,-@ “;

’ﬂit ive. - T R;' - d e N

CI * =

. . : [ P, s T 5 '
LY g o = A f, . )

O MQSk@Wltz (1968 1971) adaptea the Planders. model of in-

rithe.language classrccm lﬂ a system she Ealléi

FLINT (FGE&lgn Language System of Interaqt;aﬂ) Her mgdlflca- 3
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‘é tlngulshea“ (l) St

-

4. ’ J) ' v?«—-

’respanse and amauntsref humﬂ,

stuﬂents, amounts af”chafgr
If the natlve language Gf the students lS usea,-thls is 1nd;—

e

catéd alcngs;de the- maj@r Categery, as ;s non—verbal behav;gr._‘

¥

analy51s of 10 FL classrcams. He addéd 10 adaltlaﬁal codes 80
that talk cguld be 1abeled mather tgngué or fcr21gn 1anguage..

Results fram ZO—mlnute samples cf the. 10 classes shewed,that o
59% of. all “talk’ was in the fa:elgn language, and that student

lnlt;atldn. f L

Eallack et al, G%QEE) analyged tbe teach;ng y
a hlerarchlcally Strueturéd "game",’ madé up of four unlts,ﬁf

-'game" an§ "move’ . , Each unit- abnve the _
: mévé‘éansiéts of gne or mére Bnits of the gext ;ggést\level,? o
e.q. ? a cyegans:,sts D:f twr:a or more es, \ Moves are de- - '
' fined, in ,é%mS‘af their d;scgurse functléks é"ﬁhigher"lgvélé,

4

in terms of thél: pedagag;cal purpoge. Fcur m'fés"are-dis‘ i

'uctu:e, to set the stage ?ngsubsequent
beha$lar or self—,;rectaé actlv1+y, suéh as fé%dlng, (2) v
SDl;élt, tEsEEt & task or ask a questl' - (3) ReSPamd, t@ Per*a
ﬂ;»and; ”)'Rgpc%, to cDmmEﬂt
uate perfor- .

férm =] task or answar a qu o
@n ﬁrevlﬁus Qommunlcatlaﬂs or actions @r tqﬁ?va
"Jd tagé-segges ‘of tape—reaﬂfded

1esssns, w1tﬁg;he moves bexng charaeteglzed as té “categarles

Df -Meanrdng " suéh as causal and 1nfnr££t1%e, 50, that the sub*'“ﬁ’

stanﬂe af iessa *can ba desg;;bed. s . S

) / o \ 3
£ . ) ! 4 * -
S ) | o ;
- ¥ n . /"_ . - Qi‘
. . . - _ .
B ‘ y - .
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oo Wragg (1970) used a version Q??the Flanders sgstem for the -

-y
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W, "i;lalr anﬂ Ceulthafé (1975)<Exam1ned classrcam 1nt2ra' Q;L<g‘
o actifn as part:of alfungt;cnal approach t§ their. cant;nu;ng .7f§ff?

L égngijsls of general dis:curseistructure. They" aﬂﬁpted a rank—f- ”259:
2 :@;%ﬁ#incael wheréin units at o e rank or :lgvel are said to
ghdfade up of unlts from the ran

X 1mmedlabely balawije_g.. L
,:m@vgg .are made up Qf actsi Féur.ranks are distinQu;shéé f .

cee s L
PR LY

lESSDn; Transactianf ‘;_; L

;ts pufpcse in the Qverall d;scaursé.~ New ranks are set wp

iiwhen the lcwest %hnk AS“PEEGElVEd tD have a- st:uctu:é, i.e., to 4
o G,

5 R B . - : . ¥
W

u?—classes Df ac“*%and pcint Qut Edhé Df the %;;at;anshlps Qf
Ry
o 11ngulstlc un;t ,ﬁs dlchurse functlans, relatlanshlps WhlGh

fell cut51de the scape ai Bellack's sfudy.

¢

© for' classraaﬁ f:"§“ )
Cammunlcatlans:;svh
o
gnlcatlcnsrge.g,
' 1 Maves wused by Béllack{«‘
Mediums, -3 g,35~1ngu15tle and ncnj%gpqu;st;:, uséé S \7
c ﬁ&glcaE{Ens {4) ‘the Uses of “the mediumss™ eVy. __’,h__
e_and attend¥3and, (S)SEhe Content thch is cg%mug “; ] 
11fe, Prncedures and subgect matter. A rich

. B vgrlety éf Su!*CatenglES for thé Use. and. C@ntent fcc; have oo
" bedn déscrlbed '~ Onesof tba uses, ts wh;ch the m@del has been '
put is. the déSCflptlDﬂ cf dlfferént types - of. feedback described
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T mentgisanjﬁe Dbtalned far

- tralglng ;nstfumént.i Fanselgw has sugggsted (perscnal cammunlé'h

Ln térms oF- FDCUS, in aﬁ’attempt to raise the rate Qf ugoes
ful" érrar tréatment _ FQCUS has also been used as a teache:

an exfaustiv trga ent Qf cl ssrgg 1nteract1@n.;
; % m :

Y ¥ '

- S L
v .. -

LE? P
@ & eiégslf;caticn system and adequate
ﬂtiflcat;an .and exhaustlve measure— .

: Usedin language classes_ He and !
u-hls graduate stﬁdéntskﬁtﬁggval Unlverslaﬁ havgg%lscmattampted
534 tg evaluate laggaage léssgns in termﬁgcﬁ»the effect.thay have an
languagé 1ear'1ng iyackey, 19773 zfﬁ%blay, 19?4* Heechung, ln
' ' lﬁSlﬁce theré afé’a greatépany teacher and student
behaVLst, and-sln:e they Dccu: w1th vgrylng duratians aﬂé§§f
frequencies, which may alsa haﬁe varylng effects on léarnlnk
Mackey develéﬁéﬂ the palychrcnameter (l972)., Thls machlne, i A
which can bhe Gperatea n realﬁt;me, enables an? ggserver to re- |
, cord the duratlén and 1 iﬁuency of lD categgiles‘af ¢1d§%tic-»
behavior at a time. If t Lgs%bns are reco ded, these measure-
Hgny nmmber of categarles or- sub—’ﬁ

cEer
138

catgg@rles of Pehavior. s : Lo, b
A . o W Ty e L : STl

. #

- classroom behavi@rs, % whc talks? an what is ther
ff’ta}k usad for?,’ Mackey {1978) dEVEleEd an ije:tlvelg def?

-(LF; set of categg;;gs for., the;r déscr;gt;an, based . on such dfcpé= 

L
T R o e ' Lo L Y P . * .
. = . r .i>- ) . ‘,, ?: ' . 'n . . ) ¥ .
* o . ‘%*5;1‘ o * N
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tomies as presentation.and repet%tlén and actian and speach.\

Vé§§;n§ deg;ees of . del;éaéy €an be achieVéa jgcg-bhe*céarSE,jlf'

highly— nglus1ve‘;ateg6ry of teach;gg,tp sugh f;ne*graﬁ%ed ‘
sub=c§teg@r;es as xéphras;nq and gemadell;ng b%ifeacher Qr - - /

St:arting with the most @bv;s :atega;‘lei of language_,_ i "

A

Y

. dﬂ i



él_““tre%%ment arle dlst;ngu;shed tH;g stu@iés of ESL clAs

‘fT:f">€1VE treatments é%ﬁ‘gf I Iatlng*aﬁblg“itles'
y E:-? &JA | - : | ‘ ‘" ) : E !
] » g

o .
y ief déll“ R
) The pgly ranameter

'* 5 SE ciassr >om. aétl*vlﬂ?
d A tlmé llne shews I
ffxsﬁsan act1v1ﬁhés tcpk plage-and
frequency and ahratlﬁh tctals EQI each act;vxty §rgv1de an

;5 éapable gf pgp,*

v;tles,

B

: 1ntegral JESSDnngDf;lé-. b -

& - T, : . =

F-

’begcmes pass;b;g 1n_ta.ms Qf such qualltlea as - Varlets,‘lgten51ﬁ‘

*ty and . perfarmance. FDI example, the. ;nten51ty foleérning

dongatar
PonEs

act;v;ty cah be" méasured by @etagmlnlﬁg thé number aqd KrIn
fg“have 'said or d@ne durlngwgmlessan.

fgaé.

i

* {éf thlngs that the Eéa :

&llwz;ght (1975) Studled teachar treatmentjéf student T

ds - .

5éz:@:s for wh;cﬁ he wgrked out a’ “syBtem with f@ur major errcr v

, |
fcategér;es anﬂ lﬁksub categar;es..?@evan basic. cgurses Qﬁ errar

_shgw t¥*{ coj fus;én cammcnly arase ‘from. ﬂ;c/ﬁ51s£;nt ii;'iﬁ 

‘unique treat ent of parfxcuiar_%rrer types.
A . 5 1
, , »

(, kf Chauaran (l97;r; 3aveia;:‘
for the- carrectlgn ot crrar: _;fng Slnﬂlalﬁj'ﬁd Céultharﬂ‘
!zsysﬁem fé% ﬂescr;b ng glassraof alsceurse afd A vw;ight s "
suggest;’ §;fo‘ ﬂizrylbxng error ﬁreatment ,?‘ n %i.ie é  Cay
rfastu’i of sticcessful dorrectibns ‘ined s an ':ited'cérrect’

respdnse from t%a‘studént r ffémfhls}f
féll@W étudané in 12 Pféiwg : < e found S
! pESiEIVé relationshlpég ‘betf hé cs:ie:tlve tréatment wh;dh 5
j,CEns; d<o§ regetlt;an with ;eﬂuct;@n or reggxlt%cn w1 b ﬁééﬂj

e hagi, ana Suecessful ca:;ecticn of llnillst;c;errcrs.i Hé

rﬁf%fnd!tha mé&él to. bEilzr ,,rxh’,g a varleﬁyzﬁf car*_f:
1 ) §, '
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‘Fi'cémmanly used typés Gf classraam feedﬁéck. He wanted tD de er—‘
.uine the classes of feedback ‘to student responses - whlch fElQ* s
”E?:caé—cr mctivat@ﬁ?ihe é%gdents and which ones expl ed ‘why |
"answers weret ;&‘_ Et or. 1ndlcated how ta«mcd;fy 1ncaz

E fcrcewent,

o raams ey faﬂ}ﬁ that students wantéd feedback to bEfexpllclt -
’and tmirecelve £ edba&k all the time, wh;le teachers'

'tween form and® ecntent

‘pralse. Tap;c changes wezepaften SLgnalled gy B

d
[

* . A . . : & a . =
. Lk
| L . - 77 -
cT - . : v ’ o .
| 1y B .
11 . L . K . B
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C o

of teachers ‘1th respect to the kinds afﬂgrrars they corrected

;n a Frenc} 1mme;s;cn pfogram He found that subjeéé matter

(cantent) errors were carrected tw1ce as often as llnguistic

'1,e:ﬁﬁrs (mﬁrphﬂlagy and syntax), except in the French class, - s

where the ccrrecti@ns were apprgxlmatély evenly divided be-
%Hg found that teachers' ~stated priori-,
‘1 with classraam practlcei_ Overall -

Al
"success" in error, correction was 39%. .

-t;es .corresponded qula

.
e

rect

ddditional,
studiedffaéi

@f«pra;se anﬂ aprGVlng repétltlén.
: ) . _" \,,_ .' "\% 3
- fCathcart and Olsen (19
respanse ta a guestl@hnalre cn feeaback 1n anguage élasggg?Q“j_';

ks ‘2' R
) >examined student and teacher -

‘céftgctlan and’ to avald c@rrectlcn\ef e’i@fé .

e

K durlngxcanversatlon. o “_'~“ T L B
g . : AR . S _ e
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Data Callectlcn -?r: ‘ﬁ: . : S . PQ'

fﬁr 3( -m;nute SESSLGHS 4 tlmes a. week. ¢
made/ nce in each" 7 ~-day. ﬁéaéhlng cycle fcr the twa Gga&% o
and two Grade 10, classés, Whlch mee' c %b-mlnute sess;gn515
,_5 times dur;ng thé cycle. ThlE méans_that the classroof

o interaction t§pes represent lE*EG% Qf the stuaents' §§

a}i?

A A e G )
S classracm t;ﬁg . ﬁﬁ; | o ’(-_ S ﬁgg R Yy S

gEecause ‘the study ls essentlally Qbservatlanaﬂ in deslgn, S

L téachers and studénts have been enc@uragad to behave, It
y .as péss;blefs as. li théEIESéaIEhEIS were not there. ﬂThls can SRR
«DEVEI fgigy be the case, Df %@u se;’and the dlffléulﬁgwéf ' : -
it @bserving truly natuzal-b hayicr! ‘has. been well décﬂmented

(5‘%-& g.; Kent & FD' ‘1977 )-f Névertheless, the frequency -,7vﬂ

: of the @bservatlans and the fact that theynhavg qﬁntinged over
éi;i S0 many mcéﬁhs have led to*the greatest pgsslblg’ﬁatnralnéssi
A ThHe use of  audio rather than VLdeo IEGﬂﬁélng has. meant thgirf o _
gome ;nﬁarmatlan about non-verbal behav;SFﬁis\necassarllyxlcstfm ] éﬁ%ﬁ
chever; the unabtru51v2néss -of  the. audio recard;ng equ;pﬁént cu
has : ?een 1é€s dlsruptfve and has made it eadi}

T’

and sﬁudehts to, fcrgét that classesjare be;nggzl’

3§ﬂ“*(} .f j; ' S I N A
| Two reséarcge;s ‘are p:esent dur;ng edch elasstacﬁ“re:oraf '

Iﬁg sess;an. Wlth ‘the. ald cf a sea,‘ng chart they wrlté dewn=i‘

whlch he "of Shé part;glpatés ip thezclassraam 1nteract1@q gﬂ ‘e
Iey wards af studen .sgeech, ‘an as muéh relevant teacher/ ’
3 ] 6531ble are alsﬂf§2t§i;_Th23

'?iﬁr}as




: ;F& e N t..
" key wards and bLudﬂht numbers make it poss;ble, in thetspb—‘
sequent tra“scrlpt;an of the data, to ;déntlfy each studént

ﬂ‘ fg‘ﬁ?;};

S speékér and thus to have a record: af 1nd;v1&ual as well as

grqup pErfcrman;e in the classroom. « - ! _ f
o : @ b ot . ) S L - '}
ITEE f e . - : - - LA

. '“‘ @ h t aQ§gr;ptian cenventlsns permit 1dent;f1catlan of tHe,

r

_sources Dfélanﬁuage ahﬁ-language—related behav1gr, réﬂéégltlDﬂ . ~fg
- , Qferls;ngpﬂfa%l;pg; and sustalﬂéd intonation cantcurs, andgun—

ﬁsual stiﬁss:patﬁérns. _Eecausa,we are primarily cgncerﬁf “with

‘syntag ic and pra atig levels of, language, ‘the transcrlptlans O
e €

#

are,dage u31nq 5Landard grthagzaphy Eather thad%j"
m‘g&’ EFWeVe‘
fj;'f ‘audible f;

R asbreakd ;n f;icgmmun;catlén. A copy of.- the transcrlptlcn Lo

- B il

petic scrlﬂL

a ﬁ‘ k
',;Ehanem;g represen&aticnséare uggﬁ when an;‘tterance ik

é*ﬂh;nte;pretgblg,nﬁ when a mgsprcnunélﬁﬁlan causes "

khsappendéd (Append;x B,.W_ . 5.

: ;1“_%1\i%f§fg:i;;iﬂf , ST e i R 1éx N

- R %g D mately 70 hours @f classrggm data (f:cm the” seven

:}CIQESES gmb;nedzahavehbeén reccr&éa,;using*Sennhélser and’ AIWA
.?{ kequiéméh 1T !
Y verifled,:

= . =
s

- f}a 251gn of the Descrlptlve gxst | \f
" 7  Previous resag ch cn classroom ;nte:act;cn shows that "all / e
A Vi.categgr;és “are arb;trarg and .nat all cf Ehem are mutually éXﬁLEELve-
"7+ _clusive" { (Mackey,'1978"§ S iy g A*Thezset=e£zea§eg@xleshand,_ e
j . Jtype 'of 1nter;9tign sgstem ehose#nagéﬁ%@i* depehﬁenﬁ on whaj L0
25 B .tHe if hvestigatore expe:t to flnd an% ‘ turns out to bé .
h 5 %Epaztant as the Qdata ?;é:ex"* éé?:éas;nclalr ‘and - b o
. caultkafé s ‘model attempts to relate l;ngu%stlc st:ugture tD e - ?
é}sc¢urse s;suctura At th: rank @f act, 1t,a§pears that thélr ’ S{ff”

'_appiaach 73? pravesmore amena %e ta émp;r;cal verlf;catlaﬁ’thap;;‘?

'S . — S

ﬁ lIhe éféssrggm ;nteractjéﬁxt~*'f




  1 o i §, - 80 -3 J@/

" some af!lhe ather mgdels. They have alsa ,scrlbed many cate-
_ ~ gories of classrgém dié course whlch are of . obvious releVance t@
. our study. -We have aﬁbptea thelr thearet;cal model, and have -
- gone thzcugh éelacted §@rt‘f‘s of the transcrlpts, adding cate-
gories and sub—categ@rles'where the data warrant th21r creatlcn..;
Y I : ) o = N e

One of our paft;cular areas. of 1n§erest is to alSCQVEI what

language claﬂftcam interactlans lead the learners to naﬁﬁd;daci
tic language se; s;nce their abil;ty tD ‘dse English undef .such
E;rcumstancéskls one cf the best lnd;cators of the;r languagé' a
’develapment. Feedbaek is ancthér area of partlcula: 1nterest,’

P

. Fanst ;VFDCUS and. Magkey s. system fgr 1esspn a:zﬁ
o 'ave?ﬂréﬁﬁiéu ?“ftentlcn to a number @f catégarlés of
| _EéhaV1Dks WhlE‘ 4 alil
. Iji;*'Ugi of the Pcly:?ranqmete?,wép%d‘pf@vidé"iﬁvéiuéble iﬁﬂgﬁmatli!:
- but the, numbgr of passes that wculd be necessary Fc Dbtaln the
: iéma ins tc b*e determlnea.

large amcunts of data

) .3 with re Zﬁﬁie accuraig Bel@sze s. (1975) use _of - iﬁgheckl’fj,
" tuire ¥e ‘appkical ;__’" tca;th c;p i,

of rél

C— S
in\the cla;;g_

Dur prlmary nte:est

s

?( 1garﬁe:s What ,15 gua}ge, . QE‘W—'TEHEQ‘I

e SV, T
> clrcumst chs lanéuage*ls ggpduce

£l




assumption Qf the stuéy 15 that ex§gsure to L2 under é;fferent

“conditions and amounts :esults in 1earne: perfarmances “of di -
_ ferent kinds., The’ neeess;ty to ccnSLder qualltatlve measur
w - of language use (such as d;st;ngulshlﬁg student respanses'

pattern drllls frcm-thE1r spontaneous speech), as well as’
- \2; quantltativg measures, have guided out thlnklng congern;ng

classroom Lnteracticn schemes, =~ . R . L
% o . . Y Eé-‘ EER : B ’ : '

The transcrlpts of the class;cgm recérd;ngs PréVldé the

5
)

falléw1ng types @f 1nf@rmaticn- (1) the 1anguage events them—' \ss§a
selves, 1ncluﬂ1ng semé 1anguage—:elated behavlar,'such as ges- !
tuxes,ﬁ(z) the scurce of these EVEﬁtS, such as the teacher, thé g

tapes texts, wcrkbcgks, etc.f Amaunts and

. learners,. ;ntéif,

'pf@?éffiéﬁ5~éf 'nguage%frcm the var;gus sourceés can be cal- -

) ¢ulated Easlly from the transcr;pts. S ’ e

[P . . . 7 .
Y -

e Infarmatian aﬁncernlng tﬁaq@l:cumstances under which lan-

guage occurs in, the’ classrcam can only be obtained thr@ugh _ :
: analysis at higher levels of abstraction than those of -the - ;-f»FZA
i?i‘ . transcrlbéd language and 1angua53¥related behav1ar.' It 15.;  J -
;nev%table ?hat any set of functlanal categar;es fgr the struc—

i

'@urse must came to grlps with the ha51z'

'ture ngglassréam d ,
prcblem D? he ”én;ﬁgg-aﬁ th? events which occur- there, G;venz .

ﬂ'ége coy cérnlng the natu:e, trans-
.

ned adv;sable tD steer

f the ;ntentlans ;é"% 3

'f thé partlclpants ;nvglved n the lntezactlcn,g

tc rely; 8 much as; p6351b1e cﬁgikte :
ﬁg&in e’ FeTege) o evgnts them%elvés.

. ) < cF e,
'\1\ E : .“1_: i
LR

L

~ct1@n‘sghem§jw3fage cuﬁrently
gfﬁtlon Bf\EﬁErpract;cal an&
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f :

as they are in most ‘systems. Source igfcrﬁaticﬁ‘isbavaiiabléA

N data.d Naturally, catcﬁall and can é dec;ée“ gategarlés haye D e

&

| First, we waﬁteé the categories not to be defined by source,

fr@m the transcrlpts, and the data indicate that the same dis- -

caurse functl@ﬁﬁ are realizad by bgth taachers and 1earners,.

e.qd., learners ‘correct themselves and each cher ﬁf@'
Chér 5e1f~c@rrects as well as s@rrectlng student err:

‘iii%
‘?} ( f @n ‘the other hand, the caté— e

% %sa tréa&y define:ﬂ ‘as té.gprsevent%meanlngful e
*arém b21ng retrlaveﬁ by 'the: %éaes. W;thm@;each “'f* :

cat géry! we wanted a hlerarchy @f genezajttg, such that sub= - m

Wi

sequent analy51s could be as spegific as ;nc@rrect treatment gt

AEerf of farm at the right spot Qf the regacted lncgrrect;

itt:rance or as genera] as "feedback". rMackey s Eystgm ;11QS— 3
AT

trates partlcularly well the notion of hierarchlcal;ygagranged LI é "

gD, -

B

categaraés. C  fg ’: ﬁﬁ ggﬁﬁ ”;f' ot )  ff1 ﬁ ' %ﬂ.,;}/f
‘ B o L ) . ) R - o A / . :’; .
4 ; o

ey

A 3
x )
w )

Th}rﬁ we wanted to accaunt fﬁ; all the utterancas 1n tHe \iAsﬁmtA

<, 54

7fbeﬂdanetfram,tapes and transcrlpts

han durlng classraam Gbservatlan, se it sh@uld be .

PGSSlble to codé evVery utteréhce 1n the transcrlpts,f Unante:= [,%X
pretable<utterances are c@ded as ﬂ : t p 4
..' ) . . ' a
LR . ,



A fébrth ccn51derat;an wészta create»éatégériesv§hé§% de~
fining éhara;terlstlcs are, to the greatesﬁ extent PDSSlble,
unique. ‘This is an aﬂyiaus requlrement if- sc;ent;f;c metHod * ;s
- to be Qbserved, but ;t has not always ‘been @bsérved Ln much of

he -glassroom 1ntexactlan llteratu:e, whe:e categcrle are gften

- not defined at all or are deflned by .a SLngle exampléT We havei
~ dEVElaped a certain tclexance far hlS apparently caval;er |
appréagh, h@wever, afterngtainiﬁg an ;nterﬁqnéer Iéllablllty

- }

rﬂlassrﬂag Ln aract;@n

,,7sts Qf.five'axese They aze, in lncrea51ng crdé: off abstrag‘ iy
A %%_‘1Qn f'am the raw: data: (1) Scurce, Q%) anguagg Evapts and.
& Langﬁaga ~Related BéhaV1Dr, (39" t

(a t). (d)ymid- Level D;scaursji?' 43)
g? ed 1n bg@ad peda%sglcal terms).

! [LeveL DiscC urgs thctlgn (dgy \
[N £ “'f A;earller questlan. by whsm ) B
=t ; , 'fﬂ‘ékﬁ? Axls 2 prcv;desw;nfcrmatlgn :
o P\ anﬂiyawumuéh, language th&ré“is. Axgs 3, 4
‘Qg Y !

: : 2 discoursé}and ped

gogical EQndltlDﬂS uﬁée:'

héch the 1a§guage oceurs (See Figure 5).7% - ) ‘

5

h f. o ?“ g ‘
} : Eaéh utf%géﬁe lﬂ tﬁé ﬂaéa 1is :haractérlL%d,hy a cgda féﬁ ;§' ?ff

'e.gfvmor% categgr;as frﬂm each ‘of” théfaxas -Axes N
1 and 2 saef “to regu;r,ahé furthe& explanatlcn. On Axig 3,"fl,f gf1*

::Eg' Immedlate DlsgfﬁﬁiﬁiFunctlan. there are- emplr;cally sg§c;flable '.ﬁig




hxdss
Axis R

TMEDIATE DISCOURSE
BTN (061) ,

32 tare

1.2, . Students 2. 0 3.3, PFepaat -

- ~individual | P lredue
: ~class, ' ek ‘-. 351:311 ,
L P -',’l ‘g‘;." "“ﬂtﬁ; , 4mdﬁn‘f§
LY, Outsider-® | /% rd - 5, r:hangé

. HIGH-LEVEL, DISOOURSE,
FUCTION

o -

51 Nanenf’mctie
' Languge Use .

5.2, flagenant .
l Classrtm _Pm:eﬂu_re

o R ‘mguisue A6, ',E'I_i::it‘
e .. Strocture IR ¥ S
14, Tape " major/ninor . 2,Conmand K
‘ . .. entences |  1Stateent - - .,
L5 Written Materal ~1ntamgat.ive K R .3, msﬂs h;* Direct
‘L6, - Visuwl Material - - 2.6, Incorrect 3 Vork on Exercises | B
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linguistic or paralinguistic-expoﬁénts in the tfaDSGriptsiﬂabmé

of these immediate functions are gesture, repeat, ask, answer

and restate.

On Axis 4, Mid-Level Discourse Function, the ex-

ponents are less obvious and overlap at fgast partially, with

various immediate functions.

Accept, IEjEct, verify, d;rect,

and prompt are examples of these mid-level’ functions, so named

because of their lntermedlate degree of abstraction from the'

language data.

Acceptance, for instance, may be marked by a

repetition, a restatement, or geésture. Axis ‘5, High-Level

Discourse Function,
' passiblf hierarchical order; Non-Didactic Languagg
ment, Pregentati@n.and.Exglanatién, Feedback, P
Definitions have been worked out for md
An example of how the stheme works is provided

Testing.

.categories.

from the following passage:

T:
Sl-:

52:
5l1:
52;
51:

The teacher's utteranceée was cued by an outside source, and the.

[

Your parents gonna come,,
No no'!. (52 speaks simultaneously w1th s1,
trying to steal his turn) :

My father come..

contains the following categsries, in . ,»i

Manage- .

factice. and
st of thé .

Sté?hénei? .

I don't say anything to th.em.i

My fathers come..

I dcn t say anyth;ng to them_.

1

students are eﬁgaging in natural us€ of L2.

Using the pfévisional scheﬁe,
gonna come, , Stephane ?" can be’ charactezlzgd as follows:

1.1 (Teacher);

cafréct,

the utterance, “Xour pa;ents

2.1 (L2, plus’speak, minor sentence, guestion,

from other éategories along Axis 2); 3.6 (Ask);
4 4 (Verlfy, by seeklng 1nfarmat;@n), 5.1 (Non-Didactic Lan-

guage Use, cued by the lntercgm announcement) . é . o



[

¥_based in part Dn wcfk by Lgng and Chaudrcn.

" ance tw;ee; ance on each side- @f the tree

- order to ﬂeclde which pathvte take thro gh the tree.~ Aﬁ‘extract'
'frcm the data prav;des an lllustrat;cn of héw the tree tan e

_with a correct linguistic form |

‘All other paths through the treg
/

;categgzy (see Figure 6). 'singe tréatméﬂt of
‘volves res?anse to linguistig form and s%? n;'
’ffuhct;égs sﬁmultanequsly, 1t is necessary/te p;

. ,*‘ S
{'#ﬁd learning,
e é#iﬁﬁifas to -,

source,qhas béen de§élcpea in some aeﬁail fcr‘the "fee k
[ 'ata Qfﬁen 1ng

‘A mgdel of 1anguage treatment for L2 El

a pragmatlc-v
Eé s each utﬂer—

s, Tt isg@lsa scmet;hes

necessafy tD can51ﬂer precedlng and/mz subsequent ufterancEE 1h

used t@ characterlze language treatment o

_ e . ) ;A*:

é = - . * . -
. LI ]

Six.. What did Ron' s pafent da when they "
\found ocut their son was lost?. Estelle..’

Slé:f Ron's parents went the staﬁe police of the
headquarters, about two m;lés from the /kaem/-

R (cammand) post..
T: Right.. They went to the commandﬂpést,_

A

S1l4's answer is semantically and 1tuatlgnally carrect, as

evidenced by the teacher's utteraﬁ:e,."E;ght“f éThe llngulstlc’
A

8 cgrrected at the error point,
eing ngdu;gd by the teacher.
Have;?een fougd in the data,

and so far, no others. o - ,

&
form, hawever, is incorrect and
1

1
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Chapter 3

AR “TEXT ANALYSIS

B

As Mackey points out (1965), all 1aﬁguagé teaching ma~  'y:

2 terials consist of a Selection of vocabuldry and grammatical |

. .pattlerns of the languadge being taught, their Presentation in ° ;

v e spedific semantic and situational contexts, Gradation (the .
' ;;gfepresenﬁatian) and Repetition (the frequency and dis-
iblition of the linguistic items in and across their various
ntations). For thé"subjects in our study, the primary
¢e of expcsure to English is through the mini-languages of
! glassrgam texts. For the secondary schacl students,*the-'
textﬂacks are thé Lado English Series, and for the Grade 6

studénts, Lc@k Qkéien and Learn.

kY |

: ile the number, of vgcabulary items and g ammatlcal struc=
turesT?n each of these. texts is quite restr;cte@, exact ﬂes—vg
crlptigns of their selections, presentations, gfééat;cns anﬂ -

: repeti&Aaﬁs cannot be. cbga;ned without computer-assisted analysls,

;i |{|t e *

Lafﬁrge (1972), us;ng ccmpﬂ§e£¥§rcgrams develmmed by Mepham
(1573), documented the’ fact that four W1dely—used Prench text-
book series diverge. w1dely from thELr authors' stated prlnc;ples
of wgéabulary selection. Sciarone aﬁd Van Maris (1972, 1973)
havé'shawn the same thing as Lafargi. For 1nstance, vacaﬁulary'

P

items introduced iﬁ dial@gs do ﬁét"ecur in exereises which are

the 1tem5 lntréduged in the d;alggs_ It seems certain that
such omissions are unintentional. Nonetheless, these results

2
1

P
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LI
L

pclnt\up the necessity for. eamputer—assisted analg*;s Df texts,
if exact "knowledge -of th31r canténts is *to- be abtf

= Belmére‘11975i has éévelapéd‘prgéfams which have been used
to edlt, update ‘and analyze five sets -of teach;ng materigls and
' these programs have _been made ava;lable tc us. ' The editing
pragrams ;nsure that the data canf@rm to the investigator's
expectatlons " The aﬁaly51s is. based on the intended use of the
v materials. Belmore found that even very elabczate classifica~.
éi@né of materials, such as Mackey s were 1mpmss;ble to apply
,in practlca,*except for the very 51mplest typés of drills.
Instead, she’ coded each drill fQr the présence or absence of
auSét Df features of 1nterast to the 1nvest1gatar for a part1= 7
. cular purpose.’ For example, 1t is possible to thaln a list
SN ef words which occur ;n so general a drill :atégary gs those
i whlch havg,an oral stimulus for Wh;ghkthe response 1is also oral.
* Lists which meet longer lists of specification$ can alsé;ba'
obtained. Frequéncy lists are calculated separately for dif-
- ferent classes af wor§5 since the élasg éf‘Wéde which occurs
only as distractors in a mult;ple chc;ce test should not be
considered equlvalent to the class mf words whlch occurs in,
flxéd phrases or as ordinary constituents in sentences. A w1de

variety of frequency and distribution patterns can thus be

, obtained.

. Some of the features used to characterlge each unit are
the number’ of stimuli (visual,:oral, béth,‘etc ); the featurag
which CGnditlDﬁ the response (grammatlcal manlgulatlan, se-

oo mantlc, 51tuatlana1, etc.); whéther more than Oﬁe answer, is
p0531ble, whether the respénseé are 1ntended t@ be lﬂleldual
choral, small group, or a écmp;natlan, whethe; the- expected
behavior is totally speglf;ed whethe; the exercise’ is gram—'

i



; ‘ : - A\ 4 E
matically, semantically or sltuatlanally hgmggenecus- whether =
the respgnse is a speciflc manlpulatian 5f the St;mulus or

l | .requires.the 1earqér to supply his own ganstructlan.

/ ' ‘ o r’b ‘

: b " Qur original intention was to use Eelﬂpre s programs to .

(B4l yze the Entlre sets of materials, the students were. exposed

ta'au:;ng the course of-their English ;nstructlcn. This is not

, . feasible, because not all students have had Look, Llsteh”aﬂﬁ
ngé;n at the eleméntafy level, an@ the sets éf materials théy
used are in part unknown. Even if all sets of materials wefa
known, the time 1nvelveﬂ in data entry of saveral textbank
series is too long for thé return in 1nfarmatlcn that” cculd be
expected, if safzgnly one or two students had béén exp@sed to
a textbook series Eensisting of 80,000 running~wards.' ;‘R
Further, exact knowledge of the contents of the textbook
materials and their intended use does not mean;that we, wauld
have exact knowledge of their implementation w1th the gr@ups
of students under study. gt.therefgre seems a mare reésanable»
task to analyze the 1ntended implementation of only those lESs
’ sons in the series that were be;ng taught during the :ec@rd;ng_.
53551cn5, so that cbmparisang between the_authors' intended
use and their actual use by our teachers can be drawn. Manual’
examination of the other lessons in the texts will give us a

reasonably good idea of what they have been exposed to.

*Belmarels programs have turned out not to be usable as
wr%tten, because\éf lncgmpatib;l;t;és between computer systems
Attempts are éurrently under way to determine whether relative--
ly minor modifications will make it possible to use them on the

- Coneordia system or wheﬁber they will have to be re-written or '
translated into another pr@giamﬁinq_léﬁguage. Consultations whtn
" Belmore will take ﬁlace in late August, in the event that the

current probiéms have not been resolved.

Q o ﬁ | ‘! 11335
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Chapter 4
RELATIQNSHiPS.AMcﬁG LEARNERS' LANGUAGE, CLASSROOM . o

< INTERACTION, AND TEACHING MATERIALS .

; S :
In this document®’we have 9:esegted progress :épgr;s on
components of a longitudinal study of ‘the relationshipsé betwee

"what is taught and what is-learned in the ESL classes‘éf'fraﬂcgr

phane students in Quebec public schools. The young ‘people who
‘are the subgects of this study are learning Englishg and they

appear to be 1earnlng it principally through expasu:e to the

language in their ESL classes. The long range goal of this
projdct is to discover and to describe, in considerable detail,
how what is happenlng in thé;r classes and what théy are learn-

¥

;ng. are related.

In working toward this goal, we have begun by describing
certain aspects of the learners' 1§nguage‘develépment through
their observable behaviors in classyoom inpteraction and other
types of data, described in Chapter 2. In addition, we have

begun to anaixze the téichlng materlals used in the observation

classes.

. The detailed longitudinal aﬁalésis EE leérners' languaée_
makes it possible to determine when and un@er what coriditions’
certain linguistic and cammunlcatlve sk;lls)ente: ‘the students'
repertoire and how these skills develop during the period of |
formal ES%‘inétructiéneinzschaél. The classroom interaction

study traces these same linguistic and communicative skills in |
' the learners' ESL classes. The.text analysis will complement

the classroom interaction analysis and give a more complete

104
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pi:turergf the,dppartunitieé students have for learning certain
linguistic and. communicative skills within a formal ‘instructional

setﬁingi
The use of the computer will gﬁablg{qs to integrate the
learners" language, classroom intéracticn. and text analfsisl
aspects of the study. For example, specific structures tfaced ih
iﬁbf learners' language study can be compared to the students |
classroom exposure to the same structures, using the categcrlza!ﬁvf
tiénfégstem described in Chapter 2, to determine ‘the conditions ;*“
under which students were. expésed to these Etructurés. It will _
then be 9@551b;e to determine what k;nds of clagsrﬂam aét;vltles
_ are most llkely to change llngulstlc behavior.- " One of our pré*
R 1;a;nary hypotheses'ls that language structures used in'what we
have called ncn-dldact;c" activities will be learned. earlier

than others exten51vely practlﬂeﬂ in more f@:mal 1n5tructlgnal

- i
§ . . = . E £

contexts.
The plans fGr the secend .year of the Study lnclude (1} the»
icantlnuatlgn of data chlectlan (with an;empha51s on testing
specific hypctheses regardlng 1earne:s 1anguage knowledge and
languagé use); anﬂ, (2) the expanSLDn of data analysis to cover
much laré%r samples of the data than could ‘be treated during
the first year thle the\facus has been on the development of
methcd@lagy, the collectlan of a substantial data base, and the
intensive analys;s of samples of. the data. .
. 7 ' '
_;ﬁ: The gxpanslgnaaf the data analysis will be made pasglble
by the use’ of the camputez._ Computer\ programs have been wrltten
for data entry Qf tests, classroo trinscr;pts and interviews.
Verification and reformatting proy rams have also been written

- and farwa:d and reverse alphabetic ardér c@ncgrdance ‘programs




of-all wards in the entire cclleet;an or any desired subset of
the, data are béing tested Pragrams for éaunting and various -
- merges aﬁﬁ scrthgs of the data have baen run on test data,

. The masaive ccmpute: entry @f data will begin in Septembar 1978
~and ccntinue thrcughbut the year; B

fhe expanaicn of aata analysi% will permit us to achieve
the first two gcaLs Df this project: (l) to abtain lengltudlnal
‘lnfarmatian on the ESL davelcpment of a large group Df france-
.phane 1earners 'and (2) té éescrlbe classroom: 1ntEract;Dn 1n
detail. Th achlevemént af ﬁhese gcals w;Ll permit us to move
!tgward the 3 ;

the :elatlgnshlps amang learners'’ language,_classraom interac-
‘;tian, and teach;ng materials.: The achievement af the third
'goal will make it possible “for us to make reccmmendat;cns re-=
garding the ;mpravement of ESL- 1nstruct10n in Quebec and else-

where. - . ,T . .-

- Plans for Dissemination of Study Findingg

We have already begun to participate in professional meetings
and .colloquoia, sharing with colleagues the prel;m;ﬁary flndlngs
as well as the dlfflcult;es encountered in a prDject of this

magnitude.

In addition to making presentations at conferences %ar both
researchers (e.g., the Los Angeles Second JLanguage Acqulsltlcn
Research F@:um) and teachers. (e.g., SPEAQ) we are able to use
the data and the findings from this study in the training of
new teachers with little: classfaam experience; Furthermore, the

graduate students in the TESL Centre are prgfess;anal educators,
/ . -

]
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

, _ ' o - S
many of whom have positions which permit them to influence ESf
programs in Quebec. Through them, it is possible to foresee . 1*
the application of reccﬁmendati@ns and insigh§5 evsiving from

this study. . | ;
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. WORKING DOCUMENT 8 "

RESULTS QF THE LANGUAGE USE QUESTIONNAIRE
Patsy Lightbown & Marlene Tash*

Ly - 7 &
B

Introduction o ‘ . : .
) S ) T .

The purpose of the questionnaire was t; describe tﬁe gubfects
for our ESL Teaching ané Léarﬁing Project. 1In addltlcn to thaln*
‘lng 1nfarmat;cn about each student's contact with English, we w;shed
to confirm our belief, based on discussions w1th teachers and admin- -
lstratars that the students farmed an essentially hcmaqeneaus popu-

lation of franccphapes whose pr;nclpal exposure to English was in

their ESL classes., Further, we wantea ta'éﬁplcre students’ attitudeks
t@ward English, their English classes, and the1r perceptlan of their

pgesent ability tc use English and thElf need toO speak the ianguaqe

when they finished school.

Pil@t,gdministﬁggién

In order to determine that the questl@ns were clear aﬂd wauld

dlssrlm;nate among Etudents, the: Questlcnnalre was pll@tea on twc

the longitudinal study: a seccndary II class (32 students) and a

secondary IV class (31 studants) in a Prlvate secendary schcal in

* ‘We thank Shin Evans and Lili Ullman far ‘their partlclpatlan in
designing the questionnaire and Frank Bonkowski for his help
in piloting it. We also thank Bob Wallace for tabulat;ng the
detailed rEEults of Questiéns 14 and 16. - ,



the Méntreal area;' The results were similar to those we eventually

%

obtained us;ng the flnal vérsion Df the questlcnnaire with the sub=£1
jects of, the lcng;tudlﬂal research almcst all the stuﬂents were

francaphéne, and:th31r prlnclpal exposure to English was through

school and. telev151cﬂ
AL
G, ' S
E%ﬂf }'r;% 7 ) 77. ) 7 7 |
In general students had no difficulty answering the questions,

. and @nly Ew@ quéstlgns (Numbers 8 and 9) were changed in the flnal

k]

ver51§n af the questlanna;re. Question 8 ("Penses-tu qu il te faudra
: parler anglais au travall guand tu auras f;nl tes &tudes?") was
;:hanged because 1t fallea .to ﬂlS:f%ﬂEnate among the students. Out
of 63 fespcndénts in the pilot group, @niy 4 (6%), answered "non".

All the others said ‘that they would néei English at work - a response
we ﬁid not expect. In order to Dbtaln more information about the

students' expectatlans regarding th21r futare use of' English, we

changed the question so that, ;nst%ad @f-requlr;ng only a "oui" or

- "non" answer, it read:

8. Penses-tu qu'il te faudra parler anglals au travall
quand tu auras fini tes etudes? :

oui i non
Si oui, penses-tu que tu parleras 1l'anglais

plus que lg frangais
moins que le frangais
utant que le frangais

-

Ced g’;\ ) v
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The warding of Quest;an 9 was changea because the pilcst gE‘Dup
appeared to have some d;ffmulty ;n choosing an appn:priate résparzsg.

¥ [ wl
ém the pilot quest;enna;re 1t had Lbeem-

9. Est-ce qjue tén ;pére ou ta mére doivent ‘pafler angladis au

travail? .
oui~ (les deux) v ma ndre seulement

non (les deux) » mon pére seulenent
The final. vasian‘zﬁead: ‘

9. Est—ce que tr:m pédre ou ta méra doivent parler anglals au

S 4 travail? _ :
T oui, mon pdre et ma mdre _ oui, ma nEre s eulemeny
ncm, ni mon pi&re ﬂi ma m&re  oul, mon pire seulehent .-

The flnal ve::s.mn of the questlcﬂnalre haci 17 quest:ic;ns (see_i;ﬁé

' Appendix). It was admln;stérafi o ﬁhé— entlrer ‘subject pépl:lation:

., three gfac:le 6 classes (64, ‘".E'B and 6C) and _four secc—ndarg c:lasses
(two at the secondary II level:- 22-09 and 22-10, and t\;ﬂc at the
secondary IV level - 42-05 anc’i'43'—f)l)r The student s’ classraa:m
teac:hers administered the questlannalre affe;‘ first e;:pla;n;.ng that

stuélent:s' answers would have néthlng tq do w;ith t:hE ir. téachexs eval-—

&

. uat;cm of them, or their mar}: fcr the cour se . Two inernbers of the
reseaich team were PI‘ESEnt when the saco:nciafy studamts Ellleﬁ out the
fa:ms,— .but not when the elementary students'did. Teachers were fin—

“structed to answer individual guestions at students ' desks .in order

' to avoid influencing responses of other students. The total number

&

 of students in each class is- shown in “Iablél;




Table 1

) ] Class éIQNumEefi@fi . )
- 77 ___Students - T
6A ' 26

6B 3 g 24
6C 23 -

. - - —_

bl N = = — 7\‘ = = = ’::7 74 = o ‘:
Total . o w
 Elementary ..e.ievcieciieniess 73 N L

_ . e _ _ R _ . _ A

- 22-09 25 R |
N 22-10 32 ffzﬁ ¥

42-05 28 o %%22%%
43-01 26

Total . .
Secondary .....civeviienaa.. 111

Grand o ST
Tﬁtal i!i!l'!.!!lii!i'!il:-!iii";- l’aé »

Results
The results of tﬁe questionnaire are presented in TabLé 2.
-Tﬁeré was littlé=diff5§ence between the eleméntafy and the secondary
- stydents' responses t@‘QuegtiQis 1-5, i.e. those questignsxwhiéﬁi
;réiétéa'to parents' mother tongue and the language Sp@ken at home.
| D@ér 90% of the stqdenté had native French-speaking Pérants, aﬁd
spoke Efemch to tﬁéir parentsvaha siblings. There was similarly
; littléfdiife:enée in the respé%ggs to Question 6. None of the
secondary siﬁdents and only 6 of the elementary students had ever

studied im an English school.
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RESILIS OF INI_TIQ: LANGUAGE USE QUESTTONWATRE (In percentages)
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.In resp@nse tc QuéS{ian 7, most students (70%) felt that the
-amount Qf timé Epent ln Engllsh class%% was just right. Very few~ 9

(abgut 5%) fe;ﬁ that too much time: was spent in English class, and

a quarter of the students said that thay had t@a few hgurs Df Engl;sh

£
w3

- It is appa:ent from Quesﬁlan 8 that most of thesé francophone
-students,al;ke thDSE‘lﬂ the pi let group, - egpect to Have to speak -
_Eﬂglish at work when they Einish»th61z studies. Of the 162 stuﬂents
~who an;werediyeé téfthis quéstian; about half (85) felt they would
need to sgeék it as much as their mother téﬁgué*. AMé$t‘af\the others
(69 .students) said theyithéughﬁ they would haveﬁta»sgeak it less

than French, and only 8 students i?~él§péntary and 1 secondary)

4

thought they wauldvﬁeea to speak Engliéh m@fé_than}}rénchg On this -

question, there was a noticeable difference between thagélemantary

and sécondary students: 3% of the fgrme: and 15% of the latter d;d

not expect to usé English at work. Interestingly, 1n§lV1duaL stu=- .

déﬁts‘ :aspanses to this gaest;an did not necessarlly car%elate w;th
the;r perceptlgn of their parents need tﬁ*use Engllsh at wark
(Quést;gn 9). There was considerable var;at;an among thé different
classes here, wit@‘therelémegtaxyﬂélasses' responses varyihg‘frgm

69-82%, and the secondary ones from 46-77%.

Students in the elementary classes iespcndeﬂ affirmatively to -

. - . . [ >""\.%, i:e-‘ -;, Lm _
question 10 more often than those in thé'secendary classés (57%

* Note that in one elementary class (EC) three quarters of the
’chlldren expect to need to épeak English as much as French. This
is particularly striking because this class is identified in the
school's streaming system as the weakest of the classes.

L
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‘ccmparea to 38%), 1mply1ng that they may have g:eater expasure tc )
”

Engllsh oveérall. At bgth levels, the g:eat majg:lty of students ;;7

i, .
- : :,iak\

. said that they expgcted to be able tc speak Engllsh sgme day

(Questlgn i1). ' . : v , L

'QuestlcnsnlE and 13. asked students tc rate themselves in com~
pa :lsan to cthezs in the;r class w1th regard to their ab;llty tg'
speak and understanﬂ Engllshi, More elamentary than seéandafy stﬁé

‘dents were w1lllng to say they were better than their fellgw—studentg
(abaut 30% ccmpa:ed to about 17%), a%thcugh in bcth cases the largest
number of zasganses was in the:m;ddle, 1 é students :ated them—rﬂ,A T
selves no better énd no worse than fellaw—students. | i;y .

TeléV1SlGn seemeﬂ t@ be a great scgree of expgsure tc Engl;sh
with over 80% Di the 5tudents in both elementary ana seccndary bélng
" able t@ name 3 Engllsh language programs that they liked to watch
£ -(Questlanil4}ﬁ There was some dlfférgncé among the ‘classes on this

T question, however, In t%ﬁ cf-the_é:aaéné ElaESéS‘QS% of the students

named- 3 programs. I%“twé Efjﬁhe éecéndary classes (22=10vaﬁér42%05)

i

'énly 54%~Qf,the students ﬁamgﬂéthrée'EngliSh programs.
‘(‘.

The programs wh;ch were named as the fav&rltes differed anly

' sllghtly for the three age grcugs ASEeaTable 3)

g : ! : A - - - . . ' I




. - Table'3 .
English:Television. Programs Mentioned -
Most Frequently (In order of frequency) .
’ Grade 6 ,j;l : Seg@ndary 11 . Secondary IV

. ’ f . .
. 1.. The PIlCE is R;ght 1. The Price is Right 1. The Price is Right

A L o . ) o 7
2. ‘Dcnny & Marie © 2. 8ix Million Dollatr 2.  Happy Days
’ S ~Man _ Do : _
3. Biqg}c Woman ° '3; Donny & Marie 3. Charlie's Angels
4. Six Million Dollar 4. .Hapgy Days™ 4, Six Million Dollar
Man o o - Man
5. Pink Panther - - 5. PBionic Wcman - 5, Danny & Marie
6. Wonder Woman . 76.‘ Eme:geney - 5;‘,Emergeacy/SiW;A_Tg§
Mentlcned wit? equal frequency SRR N

In addltlan to these programs, each Qf whlch was mentlcneééyY
10 60% of the studants 1n éach class, théréﬂwere ‘more: than 50 cher
pragrams named by tw@ or three stuaents. The program ment;aned most

frequéntly in every class—was The Price. ;s nght whlch was ment;oned

be 36% of the. studentﬁ-

E S ‘ : ’ ;
R R = o . 1
l - : Lot -
: : y iy : ST
_

+ The re were greatér age dlfferences amang the groups 1n tn31r

'IESpDﬁEé tc Quest;gn 16. The older students ‘named more s;ngers and

5 T

" Those most frequently named are shown ln!Table 4‘; In aﬁditign to

thése which were mentioned by apprcx;mately 10-50% of the students

:ln every class within the- grcup, there were over 75. mentlaned by

.
A -
N ;

129



_ . _
‘- -Table 4 .
'Englishfsingefs"éﬂ& Groups Mentioned .. Yo
Most frequently (In order of Frequency)
Graée'§  Secondary II - ' Segqgﬂaﬁiﬂiv
1. Elvis - 1.9y Elvis : 1. Supertramp -
_ 2. Donny & Marie - 2. Beatles -~ . Y 2., Emerson, Lake,
[ . . & Palmer

3. Beatles 3. Pink Floygd = 3. Pink Floyd;
o : . Genesis;

. : _ } . o Styx”

4. Sonny & Cher 4. Tina Charles - '

4
4 N . . i

@ Mentioned with equal frequency

at least one secondary student '+ Of tﬁcse not included in Table 4 ,
,far thé gradé 6 students, thera wvere 23 méntanéd by at 1east one

student

‘Qgestién is5 (Quelé sont les trois derniers fi;ms.que tu as
vﬁé au cinéma?) was discarded in:thé anaiysis beéause it faileaft@ﬁ
_elieit unémbiguaus responses. ‘The questigngwaskintenaed‘ta reveai
e whether the étuﬂents attended EnglishAfilms- H%WéVerivrather thaﬁ A
\%**§§§ec1£1:a1ly request a llst ef sh’ 1anguage films, the qqgsti@nf
- was openaeﬂdedg In some cases, we gauld not be certain whether a
particular film’had’been seén in its'English cf'Ffench feréién; M@St

/" of the films mentioned were given French tltles, but s;nce Engllsh

i ’ ‘ .. 2

=

%

-

© R ‘
\m‘v "
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was not specified we could not conclude thaﬁ‘é$E'students never

. chose English films.

There was a significant difference between elementary and

ﬁec@ndarf students when they named their 3 favorite courses at school
this year: 78% @f the elementary students included English, com=-

pared ﬁ@ only 46%%af the secandaty students (Quest;@n 17)

i
P
|

Indices of Equsg;éiand;ggpggtatign - | -

}

As indicated |in the Introduction, there were twa grcups of"

Gf guestions: f;rst, these which probed students' expcsuré to

BQ,Engl;sh outside the\clasgrccm (Questions 1-6, 10, 14); second those

\

'whlch prabea the students' attitudes toward Engllsh and English Elass‘
. . v

and their gercegticn @f'their present and future success in learn-
ing Eﬁélish (Questions 7-9, 11-13, 17). A weighting scheme was de-

veloped, assigning a number of points tgxthe possible responses to

Toin
B

each question (See Table 5). The number of p@ints‘(éésitive or
ﬁégative) was based on an intuitive judgement inth3'2£1éntgtc which
thé response was Gansiﬂefed impértant ag a reflection of a student's
_Expésufé to English on the one hand, or his attitﬁaes‘and éﬁpécta—
tions cﬁ'the @ﬁher’ Thus, for éxample, the faat that a student
ciéiméd té speak English regqularly w1th a parent (Questlcns 1 and 3)
is cansiégréd én';ndléat;on of greater exposure than the fact that
the pareﬁ%'s nativevianguagé is English (Quesﬁi@ns 2 and 4).

- @

§
¥



. Table 5

- - WEIGHTING SCHEME FOR INDICES

- P EXPOSURE INDEX

5

Question Number ~ . ‘Response . ‘ Number Points

" 1,3,5.  anglais | .+ 2 each
2,4 anglais * 4+ 1 each

6 - oui o 42 |

) 10 v . oud (either‘
1 =)

14 3 programs nan

P

t,,-\‘. ';'7.. — .
p . ' . Maximum: 12 points.

ATTITUDE AND EXPECTATION INDEX

Question Number Number Points

=
o]

.o trop peu nombreuses ' B
autant gque or plus que +

T o a3

‘any "oui" S . +
‘ ll . nnqn if ] . o ., -
12,13 . aussi bien . ' C s
mieux ' , s
moins bien -

L I T S S U

17 . EP(anglais un cours , _ )
préférd) | . + 1

3 - . ————

Maximum: 8 points
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. Whén a we;ght had been 3551gnea tc each quest;cn fgr‘each ’
Estudent, they were tatalled te glve each student an Exp@sure Index

Sccre and an Attltude and Expectatlcn Index Scareg Indlﬁldual sé%re§ 
on these 1nd1ces will éventually be campared t@ students' Engllsh :ft

perfarmancé in the ESL classrc:m and in 1anguage use tasks admlnlsen‘

tered as part of the Qngglng research.A In Table 6 the range and’“”

the average score for each §lass are . shown. ol

. / ) i .?’ : i . .
On the Expcsure Index there was % can51derable range of in- )

dlv;aual dlfférences both within and acrass groups. In terms of this -

index, one class (SE) appeared to have. can51derably greater expasure

t@ English than the other, classes. _ ‘;

.

Thé Exposure Index clearly distinguished the blllngual students

5
fram the ncn—bllinguals as wéll as those whc had extensive éDﬂtaGt

with the language-fr@m those who had 11ttlei Find;ngs fr@m*the

P

Exposure Index cgmb;ned w1th the results rep@rted 1n Table 2 suggest
that for’ m@st students, c@ntact w;th Engllsh outside the ESL class-
room is limited to téléVlSan programs and prular music. This is

. currently being pfcbed 1n small group 1nterv1ews with the students.;

iy
S /

The secenaary students appeared én the average less posifivew;fw'
tcward English in thélr attltudes and expectations with only one-
class (43-01) having an average score as higﬁ as 'that of the évera;l

averagegfar the elementary students. The range of individual”scarésg

-!

hgwevér, is 1dent1cal for the clasé\w1th the m@st favorable Expec-=
o

tat;@n fndex score (6B) and the least favarable S§Gre (42-05). o
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e o < , A

; . . AND

GROUP SCORES ON Exzésuag
L i ATTITUDE & EXPECTATIO

INDICES

. : : ] ;
L
| , e . BAttitude &
Exposure Index ik Expedtat;on Index
Range‘é o Average

Range Avera

Class

b g

o
fa
e

x

e,

NN —

ok
6A 4 0, .« 1.38 || .7 w2 3.15

6B SR A 2.55% 1/ g% - 9® 1 ale®

6C .4 0 . 1.74 ° A 2001 3aT4

Eleﬁéﬁtary S
Average ' ) : 1.89-

. (1) (0) ° (1.69)  (6) . (1) .  (3.77)

i Secgndafy » _ S
Average ’ 1.18 o o _ 3.27 -

;Gverall

&
o

a JThese figures do not include the bilingual students (4 in 6B;
1l in 43-01). - The bracketed f;gures are the Iesults when these
children are 1ncluded‘ .
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: T | Al4
’ Y- . ..x . . » . } ’ ' '
. " QUESTIONNAIRE - ' -° I
Nom: . _ _
Deqré (SEEGHdalre‘..Y o 7;5322:;?
La v1lle o tu demeures - 7 )
Nom de ton pf@fesseur’d‘anéléissff
. ‘ . ] . , ',“" R - =
Pour les numéros 1 a 13, on te_aeﬁande d'encercler 1a%boﬂhé
répanse (exemple a): o Iy s;
Si la fégmnse ‘que tu veux donner n'est pas 1n5cr;te, ecr;s=la
sur la 1lgne (exemple b). _ .. ,'g ) , .
' Lorsqu! une quest;@n né te concerne pas, fais un X Sur 1a llgné
(exemple c). , %Xu- L
» . i ey . B LTl . . ‘: j;

JVQlG; les ekemplesz-f

a. Quélle est ton équ;pe de haekey préf rée?
e 1es’Maples Leafs

les Canadlen;

b. Quelle. est la cauleur ﬂe tes cheveux?

bruns blonds "i ;ﬁ@ﬁﬁ&iﬁw

. , .
c. Quelle serte d! auta possédes~tu?
eurmpeenne : canadienne - R o

. 3 ) ) ) ) ) 'i e ‘ )
1. Quelle langue parles-tu d'habitude aveg .ta mére?

frangais-. anglais R

Cy

2. Quelle est la langue maternelle de ta mdre?

franga;s k.angla;s

3. Quelle langue parles-tu d'habitude avec ton pdre?,

frangais ~ anglais

4. . Quelle ést la langue maternelle de ton pare?

.franga;s anglais e

5. Quelle langue pvarles-tu d'habitude avecrtés\fgérés'ét sééu:s?t;

frangals angla;g : }




6 -

1
&

ot 7‘-?1‘

9.
EE- ‘ . i;,_ ) N ) s Lo NI A . .
i oul, mon _pé&re et ma mére oui, ma mére. seulement. -

non, ni mon p&re ni ma m&re .oui, mon pere seulement

10.

11,

:13;

[Aruitoxt provided by exic [

ouil : . non ' ) .

Penses tu’ qu ‘il te faudra pafléf anglais au travall quand tu '

m-

As-tu déja Dtudl dans une cc&le anql 1ise

| :
Penses~ ;u QUE lES heures que tu passes au cours d'anglais
sont. e . Lo

»trbp n@mbt;uses_5 trop peu nombreuses .éxa:tement ce qu‘ilifaut

.
¥

=

et ¥

auras fLﬁl tes études? - - L - R
R _ : C ‘ : ro. S
oui _' '_ : non : i o

Sl Gul' ‘penses-tu qu% tu parleras Q0 angla;g o
E?*_ que le frang315? S

Qgigi que le franqals? C i o " -
"autant que l? ffangals? o i TA" S T

' ’ . q

i

Est-ce que tor p&re ou ta médre daibent'parlér-aﬁgiéiéﬁg ;ﬂravéil?ék§

. v .

‘Est-ce gqu'il y a quelqu un avec qui tu parles ‘anglais parce que’
ti

cette pers@nne ne parle pas- Eranq315? ’ .

non. oui, avet une persanne B cul,ravéc plusieurs personne

J‘-‘,
Poan

Penses-tu que tu seras capable un jouyr dé ‘bien parler l'anglais?

oui § o o non - -

Par rapport & 1a majorité des &t alants dans ta classe, penses~tu’
que tu parles anglais __ | ] o e
mieux ‘aussi bien moins bien o

3 co

- Par rap?cré;ﬁ la majorité aes"étuaiéhtsfdanS'ta classe, penses-tu

gue tu c@mprendg l'anglals o b
mieux ' ‘aussi bien " moins bien ‘ ' .

S

13
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Pour chacune des questions suivantes, on te demandé de donmér trois (3)
~réponses., Si tu ne peux pas fournir trois réponses i 1dune ou 1' aufre

des questions, donnes—en autant que tu peux, et passe A la question

suivante, )

Exemgle: Quels sont les légumes que tu aimes le plus?

1. les &pinards

2. ;gs carottes

3.7 le chou-fleur

-14. Est-ce gue tu aimes regarder la téléwvision anglaise? Si oui,
: quelles sont tes émissions préféré&es?

1l6. Est-ce que tu aimes des chanteurs, des chanteuzses, ou des g roupess
nmusicaux qui chantent en anglais? 8i oui, peux~tu les nommer??

17. Quels sont.les cours que tu aimes le plus i 1'école cette annde?




APPENDIX B ) ’ ReviseciE Decémber 13 1977_

Further IEVlELGD. JuLy lEr
WORKING DOCUMENT 45 ~ 1978

TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS FOR CLASSROOM DATA

All talk ard releﬁani situational beﬁaﬁiéf are to bestraigcribgdg
= Teacher behavior is transcribed on ghe left-hand side of
the pégé (tiansc:ipti@n paper is available in 223-3).
- Student behavior is transcribed on the right-hand side of
the page .
- Other sources are transcribed on the left-hand side of the
page,
All behavior units are labelled as to sgg;ce. They are: (1) utterance
gnits (UUé)vand (2) Situatianallbehaviar units (SEUS), egclgiiﬁg |
talk. An utterance unit is all talk éy_an individual (or group) until
he stops talking, either‘becaDSE he has finished what he was saying, |
is unabla to continue, or- because he was QV&IPDWEfEd by another indi-

v;dual ér gxroup. Interruptions, signals of attention and GthEEvVEEbal

[

contribut lons to iﬁﬁéracti@n made simultaneously with portions of a
given utterance unit are ceﬁ?idéreﬂ_uttaranée units in thedir own
right. Situaﬁi@nél behavior units may precede, follow or occur.
simultane@uglyfwith‘talk; Laughtérr gf@ams, writing on the blackb@ara
and physical mdvements are examples of sltuatlanal behavior. Unda!
ciphéraplé group talk will be treated, arbitfarily, as situational

behavior.
i' %

SGUESE Labels far Utterance Units (UU ) Each label is ‘placed in the

= S

extréme left- hand margin of the apprcpflate side of the page, ta the

left of the text. UU labels are followed by a c@lgni

.
)
[ n:j‘
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B2

. |
Teacher UU labels (left-hand side)

PAT: (Pat Power)

SGE:. (Segge Sangollo)
DSYs: (Daisy‘Ee:veniste)
StudEﬁ£ 1818} lébéis (right-hand sidéi
S01: (Michel B.) | @
502: (Marie C.) -

§33: (Daniel-S.)

(students are numbered from 01-3- in each glassi

57?: (student, unidentifiable)

GRP: (more than one student, but not all)
CLS: (all .students)
TGP: (teacher and group)

ALL: (teacher and class) .

-
thér UU labels (left-hand side)

TRC: (tape recorder, child's véicé)

TﬁA; (tape recorder, adult's voice) |
RSH: (Concordia obsexver)

INT: (dintercom)

- QTH ; {othexr source)

T c NOTE: Use teacher label only for

first utterance in hand trans-
criptions. - ’
Put student number only (or 27?)
C . in column provided, for hand
] . transcriptions.

L
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FORMAT FOR UUS

A. SEQUENCING

1. Successive uu, are begun on successive lines.

o

Example:

Pat: Which tense is that?. .

$28: Uh _, uh _, present.?

Pat: What tense is that?. '
Something wrong, eh.?

F SEB: YéS! -

Pat: I think you'd better take
another look..

2. Simultaneous or partially simultaneous utterance units are

begun on the same line, on the appropriate side of the page.

Pat: Do I see you tomorrow?? GRP: No.. No., Friday,.
or Friday.. Sh.. Friday.. S5??: Where the hell's---?,

(526 speaks to S27 in
French, while laughing)
Pat: Sylvain ., You finished.? | S26: Uh _, yes.. Uh no..

GRP: No!. N

\U\

Pat: Guy .. Situp properly!?

B. SPELLING

Generally, use normal spelling, American conventions: (Canadian

usage generally follows the American patterns, with ambiguous

and flﬁctuating preferences for Britisg conventions in some
words, e.g., 'Saviour' but "honor',' TESL Centre' but 'Computer
Qentef', with different publishers making different choices
for the same words, e.g., 'connexion' or ‘c@nﬂegtiéﬂf- If /;

you consider that this is an intolerable burden, spell as you

normally do, but remember that data entry and editing will

, 140



take longer wheﬁ variable spellings for all items must be
regularized.) | J
l. A short list éf items with variable spellings éné suggested _;‘
conventions follows: | (
Uh [_' 9:] . (hesitation)
och [o:1 (surprise)
Ah [a:] (surprise, got it!, etc.) -
sh  [Qi] ‘(be quiet) |
Ay(ay;% [ 'a_I (ar)] (dismay, reproval, ‘etc.)
Hey |
Nope  [no f(p)’]
veah [ ) £9 7]
Yea Ej a _j
am C m 1 | (approval, be careful, etc.)
Mhm [h;\ M\;ﬁ] (I understand, yes) ”
2. Full words which»are spelled out during speech will be separa-

[

ted by hyphens.

Example: §22: They have work for a lon¢
7

Pat: Have worked.. w-o-r- time..

k-e-d.. -

3. Use a phonemic transcription (see phonemic symbols at the -end
of this document). i |

a. iwhen you are not sure that a given stretch of speech has
only one lexical or érammatical interpfetati@n.

Example:

S15: Sandy and Sue are happy
today.. /dheyrz/ not in
school.. The school ,-
/its/ clesed toddy..”

- (815 reading) i
Lo




b. when a mispronunciation leads to misunderstanding in the

classroom or: interview situation.

v -

S22: The prisoner said to her
' that he wanted the poli-
ceman arrange his case..
(s22 reading from anathe
: . _ s -student E pager)
Pat: To what?? v : ' '
h L ! 522: To arranged his /kawz/.i
Pat: Arrange ‘his cause?? o v
- ' §22: /kgse/:i (522 speaking
very softly)

b §??: case..
Pat: What's that mean??

Is that yours?? - .
(Pat looking at S23)

$33: *h*our homework.?

Pat: How homework?? I'

not talking abaut That
an; -

e

Modifying the ;@ﬂventi@hal'spelling‘of words to reflect mispronun-

¢

"ciations will lead to en@rm@u%ﬁdifficulties in automatic retrievals,

;ig. -

so always use phonemic transcription. Use asterisks to enclose

~an omitted or intrusive éhgneme and normal spelling for the rest

&
N

of the word, subject to the misunderstanding prViSG-J

C. PUNCTUATION AND OTHER CDN%ENTIQNS

1.

Repetitions. a) when a teacher's, student's or students'

utterance is an exact repetition of the immediately preceding
) ) ) ',!r%‘,j - i

utterance,place an equality sign where the repetition belongs.

Example : |
S5GE: The chair is on the table..

CLASS:= .,



b)

L

to inﬂiéate that a speaker répreduces his or her own imme-
dlately preceﬂlng utterance, place an X where the repetl—
tlen wauld have gone.

Example:

SGE: Repeat after me.. The flowers
are in the vase.. X..

-

"Normal" punctuation is used with the following modifications:

a)

,utterance baundaries are marked by their normal or ortho-

 graphic symbols and by a seccnd symbal to indicate intona-

tion. Thé first 5ymb@l lSﬁSDmEt;mES the canventlcnal
orthographic symbol, and the second marks rlslng;\fa;ling

or sustained intonation. If there is no pause where an

orthographic symhél normally occurs, use the single symbol .

. marks falling intonation
? marks rising intonation

+ . marks sustained_intonation

Pat:y I didn't hear the (First . is n@fmal.puncﬁuétiaﬁ!
bell ring. Second . marks falling into-
- ~ nation)’

SGE: Who's got the answer o
to number five?. . (? is normal punctuation and
. marks falling intonation )

Pat:.0Oh, Simon.. Do five.. (, 1is normal punctuation, no

. pause)
Pat: Problems.? ‘ (? marks rising intonation)
% q

o



L : 3 . , . L
| o - An initial comma has the same value that it has ini |
normal orthography. A:secand;camma mafks sustained in-
t@ga;i;n; If there is a short éause followed by sus-
taiﬁed intonation, but you c@nsiier‘tﬁgt no comma W@uid(
occur in normal texts, wriﬁe : “

_s ,as in, "to transfer the prisoner, , to jail.."

- An initiél question mark is only used if there is qéastiaﬁ
structure. Question structure is defined as an étterance
containing a Question Word, Aux inversion or Do insertion,

To what?

What is he doing?

Is he a student?

Can he sing?

Did he do his homework?

- The second question mark always stands for riéing_intge
ﬁati@n. Thus, |
?? has question word structure and rising intonation.

Is he a student??
?. has question word structure and Eélling ;ntsﬁatiaﬂi
What did Miss Weston say?. ,
.? has only risin% intonation. '
Anne.? You g@t a prableﬁi?
- Self_;@rrEGtiDns are EDElDSéﬂjin éstef%gksg;;Eﬁgiasa%b@thﬁ

! -thé 'error' and the 'cé;fécticn'_ 35 ‘ .‘ .

_*He waﬁt,,_he wéﬁied* Mr. Fairchild ﬁd undéfsténd?f

_that...




| |
\

; . i
' Pat: For each mistake,, take ‘
away one mark.. i (Normal punctuation and sus-

talned intonation)

@ Pat: Mary _, said _, that \

Bill _» was a student,.

(Pat writing *Mary said »
-that Bill was a student.¥* o
~on the board) (Underscare marks'pause andg
' o ‘marks sustained intonatio:

3

2=

b. Underscore loud ‘emphatic parts of utterances and primary
word stress in polysyllabic vords in phonemic transcrip-
-tions. Use an exclamation point as you would in normal
~punctuation.
Example:
Pat: I said had ;,?%g_;

T Pat: Pierrel. You dan t eﬁgh
a?; . . i - . kng;gli :

SQE: Mais si!.

Pat: Blond hair behind
Pierre..

523: His /kos/.? - /kase/..

c. Use three (3) hyphens for indecipherable, talk.

Exém le:

S?? Yeah, this ---..

X : , - D _ 5?27 I have-the’ﬁﬁﬁjassignaé
Z’l -F - . : . ‘ - - - ';:!_ ment L] i' ! ‘ . |
Ty I{ ‘ . . :!x:- ‘ ;..’ ‘L

Use a trlple underscore far a 1Dﬂger than normal pause.

I 7 ,PDESLble 1nterpretat1ans are: The utterance. is started

over again;- the speake: ;s unable to, cant;nue, the

speakef's‘utterance is cgmpleted‘by sameane else. - The




B9

- )
s
»
‘;v 5 = # = ) < - o ‘ ‘ _
completion is not introduced by underscore unless there
is a lcng pause. . .
ple: (

S32: Perf ,; the East
particlplé ¥y

r . have __ ., 2

(as usual, the final punctua-
tion marks indicate final

) intonation)

'SGE: The flowers are ‘ - (. »

’ iI'l the e s hpib
CLS: vase.. " N

e. Do not enclose metalanguage speech in Elngle gquotes.

Example:

SGE: What did I just say?.
Mary had a pencil..
Did you say had 22~

* ) L ) ‘5032 No..

i SGE: You said, Mary have a
¥ pencil.. It's had..

| S03: Mary had a pencil.? .

Source Labels for Situatianal Behavi@r Units (SBU:)! The same UU 1abels

are to be used, without a calan For hand transcertlgns; the student

number will suffice. , ro . o
FORMAT FOR SBU, i

~All SBU_ are enclosed in parentheses, the label immediately f@lléﬁing

the left-hand parenthesis. ‘Do not usde a final mark of punctuation as -

the character immediately preceding the rigptshand parenthesis.

148



S

(Pat shakes index finger
at 507)

Occurring at same time as UU

) o . B10

(S03 laughs)

(GRP groans and takes out
notebooks)

Preceding the related UU
Place the SBU on the line preceding the UU.

Use 3rd person present verb forms.

Ealiéwiﬁg the related UU.

~ Place the SBU on the line fallawiné the UU. | g%

Use the 3rd person present verb forms. (>
{

- Example:

'S03:"  Oh no..

-(GRP laughs)

'

Pat: You have to.. You must..
Obligation..
(GRP mutters)
\

a. S8BU from one source éﬁd uu frcm/anather; Place SBU on
,apptapriatetside of page, on the same line as the appro-

of the UU. Use preseﬁt¥prggressivg_verb forms

priate part

£

(-ing) .
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4 . fJ ’,Bll’
\Hv‘f‘r"\) ‘ Ch
.‘_\ »“:r’;" \
foa i
F . \
a: =
\v

Pat: Take out a piece of
- paper and get ready for
a dictation on the read-
ing..

SBU and UU from same source,
Place SBU after the relevant
Use present progressive verb

'5

It is not necessary to begin

forms.

5
3

(GRP gr@anlng and mutterlﬂg,
taklng out paper)

L
- s

utterance.

SBU on a ﬁew liné_

Example: -
Pat: Mary _, said _, that Bill _,
was , a student.. (Pat

writing *Mary said that Bill
was a student.* on board)

Nétg that material written on black@gard is enclosed in

asterisks.

writing are the most complica

Pat: Right.. John said that
\ he was going.. Any

problems.? OK.. Number
three.. Nathalie..

What tense is
huh, Nathalie??

Pat: Wait!.

hag ot

Pat: Right.,. What do we

change past#o?.

t: Change past to past
perfect.. What's the .
past perfect of have?.

]
o
”

' - 148

The following exchanges with blackboard

ted ones encountered so far.

(832 writes on board *Jack said
he*, erases hé,»guts *that he -
have¥) ’

1832: Pasgt.? ’ \ -
532: un _, past perfect.?
(532 erases haye)
"



* . BIl2

o - 832: Uh _,
Pat: How do we férﬁ it2.
%~ - . Remember.? Who

‘ remembers?. Guy..

S20: Had with past paitic;pie

. Pat: Right.. Had plus : - : :
past partlclple_. SHURE - e
So you put your
auxiliary had..
What's the past. parti-
ciple of have?.’

-

SBéi',Perf — ﬁhe past '
, s partlc1plé s have
K S‘?; Had.. .
Pat: Had!. | s32: mad.?®
f s §32: .Had had.?
A Pat: Had had!. ' i ol
, , ¢ . '§32:  Had had.. '
(832 writes *had had a Party*.
on b@ard)
(Pat writes *Claude says that ,
- his favorite program .is ’ '
S.W.A.T. (Genevieve was talk- .
ing) . Indirect* on board) ‘ -
(Pat writes *Michel says, U
. "I like football." (Michel was Ce e
talking) . Direct speech* on iﬁ_
board) S
3 ﬁ’\: ,‘,
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Phenemlc Transcription CDﬂventhnS- The symb@ls to be used’ are based jf

on the Trager and Smlth system. They have had to be modified t@ some

e&tent for CGmPatlblllty with computer gr322551ng. Primary stress is

E

indicated by unﬁersccr;ng the vowel symbals in pclysyllablc words.

Enclose phonemic transcriptions in slashes. *
CONSONANT SYMBOLS N g
(The arrangeméﬁﬁiié %lghabetic by key &%gé)‘ ] v
" ? : TRANSCRIPTIONS OF .

KEY WORDS SYMBOLS . IPA EQUIVALENTS  KEY WORDS .
azure /zh/ T i 43/ ' \ "u /agezhix/
buy . /b /b may,
catch /k/ : - /k/  /kaech/ -
éﬁap. /ch/ : /tJr}‘ | ‘/éhaép/
die /a; . /a/ o /day/ - =s§§
fie /) g o sgays o
guy /9/ g | /9/ ‘ L /gay/ \
high /h/ /h/ /hay/ B
jaw /3/ /ag/ /o
lie /1/ /1) - . /lay/

g ny . /m/ /m/ \ /may/ e et
nice /n/ /n/ - /nays/ L
pie /p/ . /p/ - /pay/ ;
rye /x/ - Jx/ Jow/ /3 /I‘aY/v
“igh /s/ -A_/s/ /SEX}T%

%ing, ' ' | ) . . 4. -
longer /ni/ /- /sinj/ /lonjgir/
2 .

ERIC . ;_ 1350
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e
Consonant |Symbols (Cont'd)

! i o TRANSCRIPTIONS OF
KEY WORDS '| SYMBOLS IPA_EQUIVALENTS ~ _ KEY WORDS -

g ey

%/ ~ /thay/
/% /dnay/

/t/ ﬁ;ag/

s . /vay/
72N - Jvey/

Sil /yes/ .

/2/ ;; o Jzuw/

-shy _
thigh
“thy -
tie

vie

- VOWEL symsoLs . -,
(The arrangement is by tongue position- - 1st fr@nt,then_céﬁtral;'=
then back, and by tongue height, from high to low within each
position) - S L
KRR o S . . TRANSCRIPTION OF
KEY WORDS SYMBOLS IPA EQUIVALENTS KEY WORDS _

PR

bead, . '_ E R : .
easy = /iy/ - /iy - /biyd/ (ézziy/.

5 pid, - ‘ ’ - ' ) .
C - litter /i/ 7 /1/ _ . /bid/ /litir/
bane  Jey/  se(ny ' /beyn/ -
det . fe/ /& Jlety

back /aé/ - /2/ /baek/
” bud, ’ n v |

. .churchp R o ) N ' | o
alone : /uh/ o /A/ /3*/ /3/ - /buhd/ /chuhrch/ /uhlown/

pot, .
father, . - ' , _ ' N . ..
alms /a/ /a/ /3/ /b/  /pat/ /fadhir/ [amz/

B

b/ @

s




Vowel Symbols (Cont'd)

TRANSCRIPTION OF

KEY WORDS SYMBOLS IPA EQUIVALENTS __ KEY WORDS . =

boot v/ el fouwt/

'éﬁt | }9/  , : /s .. /put/ . :

 boat 2 e/ " /bowt/ Y

‘lore /éy ? sy Jlors \

'b@ya %%éf‘/DY/ o SN i-/31/[[;' | /boy/ ;f'g

P Ibite’ , \ /ay/ , | - /aI/ /ai/ e :(bayt/; o
house Jaw@ 3 ,‘/aU/n {au/ T v/haws/‘

'

. e

PPt
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- o

o :
AMENDMENT TO REVISED WORKING DOCUMENT #5

The following feﬁisiohs are introduced in ordéer to make

the transc:;ptlcn conventions mare ccmpat;ble with the o

camputer requlrements -for data entfy. These amended

conventions 'should be: used for transcrlblng tapes made

after September 1978. o ‘ ’ = 4

o i
SR &cﬂ" :,. 1
= j r: Ll
? j

o
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( ) enclose actionsl B o . -

/ / enclose phonemic transcriptionsl’ ' h

% % enclose uttgfancesxthat'cccur or staftgsimultanécuslgz
# # enclose self-corrections? | ,

* * enclose missing or extra écunds, e.g., *h*our homeworkl
@@ enclose ‘underlined (stressed or emphasizea) text?

=-= unknown utterance - leave a space on each sidel

. -
N (

.-
il

=

? As usual, sometimes directly followed :
by another punctuation markarom the same group+t

b —~
\ ,

o

occurs at the end of a word (e.g, come ) and can
be followed by a blank or a punctuation mark from
‘the above group

Numbers 0-9 are NOT used in the text except to identify
students.2 a ' . ‘_g '

Letters "a" through "z" are_used-as usual.

The source identifications are different: ‘ M

. Teachers Stﬁdentg [ cheg

P: Grade 10 teacher g%f Individual students 'R: Researcheér
Grade 8 teacher o ‘ = o '

S:
D: Grade 6 teacher  CR? Group | N
"CL: Class R Y e

,INé Intercom

lsame ‘as previous convention
2Differént from previous, conventions

g‘{

Q ’ o r ;;j | 154 - “i‘-. J &w‘_‘}.




